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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 PROJECT SUMMARY / ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM

Project Title:

City of St. Helena Wastewater Treatment and Reclamation
Plant (WWTRP) Phase | Upgrades Project

Lead Agency Name and Address:

City of St. Helena (City)
Public Works Department
1572 Railroad Avenue
St. Helena, CA 94574

Contact Person and Phone Number:

Erica Ahmann Smithies, Director of Public Works
(707) 968-2629

Project Location:

The WWTRP is located at 1 Chaix/Thomann Lane in the City
of St. Helena in Napa County, CA. The Project site is
bounded on the northeast by the Napa River, Chaix Lane to
the northwest, and agricultural fields to the southeast and
southwest.

General Plan Designation:

Public & Quasi Public (PQP)

Zoning:

Public & Quasi Public (PQP);
Agricultural Preserve District (AP)

Description of the Project:

The Proposed Project involves upgrades to the City’s existing
wastewater treatment and reclamation plant (WWTRP) that
are required to comply with the Cease and Desist Order
(CDO) No. R2-2016-0004 from the San Francisco Bay
Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFBRWQCB) and the
2016 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Permit No. CA0038016 (Order No. R2-2016-0003).
All proposed improvements would take place within the
existing development footprint of the WWTRP. A detailed
description of these modifications is provided in Section 2.4.

Existing and Surrounding Land Uses:

The 124-acre Project site currently contains the existing
WWTRP, supporting infrastructure, and irrigation spray fields.
The Project site is comprised of four parcels. The two most
northern Project site parcels are located within the City and
are developed with the existing WWTRP and associated
infrastructure. The two southern Project site parcels are
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1 Introduction

located in unincorporated Napa County and contain no
wastewater treatment infrastructure, but rather serve as
irrigation spray fields for the disposal of treated effluent
produced at the WWTRP. Surrounding land uses are mainly
comprised of vineyards and scattered rural residential
housing. A residence is located directly adjacent to the
northwest boundary of the Project site and is located within
unincorporated Napa County

Other Public Agencies Whose
Approval may be Required:

U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA)

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

California Department of Fish and Wildlife

State Historic Preservation Office

National Marine Fisheries Service

Consultation with California Native
American Tribes

The Kletsel Dehe Band of Wintun Indians, The Federated
Indians of Graton Rancheria, Middletown Rancheria of Pomo
Indians, Mishewal Wappo Tribe of Alexander Valley, and
Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation, have requested formal
notification of proposed projects in the geographical area. On
August 4th, 2020, the City sent letters to the tribes providing
detailed information on the Proposed Project and describing
the Assembly Bill (AB) 52 consultation process. The letter
requested that the Tribes notify the City within 30 days if they
would like to engage in formal consultation regarding
possible significant effects that the Proposed Project may
have on tribal cultural resources. To date, the only Tribe to
respond has been the Federated Indians of Graton
Rancheria, who declined the invitation to consult on the
Proposed Project. Therefore, the requirements of Public
Resources Code (PRC) § 21080.3.1 have been satisfied.
Refer to the discussion in Section 3.6 regarding outreach to
Native American Tribes identified by the Native American
Heritage Commission.

1.2 PURPOSE OF STUDY

The City of St. Helena (Lead Agency) has prepared this Initial Study (IS) for the City's WWTRP Phase |
Upgrades Project (Proposed Project) in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
of 1970 (as amended), codified in California PRC § 21000 et seq., and the CEQA Guidelines in the Code
of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3. Pursuant to these regulations, this IS is intended to inform
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1 Introduction

City decision-makers, responsible agencies, interested parties and the general public of the Proposed
Project and its potential environmental effects. This IS is also intended to provide the CEQA-required
environmental documents for all city, local and state approvals or permits that might be required to
implement the Proposed Project. This IS supports a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) as defined
under CEQA Guidelines § 15070.

Additionally, because the City intends to apply for the Water and Waste Disposal Loan and Grant
Program, funded by the USDA, this IS has been prepared to address certain federal environmental
regulations, including regulations guiding the General Conformity Rule for the Clean Air Act (CAA), the
federal Endangered Species Act (FESA), and the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). These
additional federal regulatory components are addressed in Sections 3.3. Agriculture and Forestry
Resources; 3.4. Air Quality; 3.5. Biological Resources; 3.6. Cultural Resources; 3.9. Greenhouse
Gas Emissions; 3.11. Hydrology and Water Quality; 3.14. Noise; and 3.15. Population and Housing.
A separate NEPA Environmental Report (ER) will be completed in accordance with § 1970.54 of the
USDA Rural Development 1970-B NEPA Categorical Exclusions Environmental Policies and Procedures.

1.3 ORGANIZATION OF THE INITIAL STUDY

This document is organized into the following sections:

Section 1.0 — Introduction: Describes the purpose, contents, and organization of the document and
provides a project summary. Includes the significance determination, which identifies the
determination of whether impacts associated with development of the Proposed Project are
significant, and what, if any, additional environmental documentation may be required.

Section 2.0 — Project Description: Includes a detailed description of the Proposed Project.

Section 3.0 — Environmental Impact Analysis: Contains the Environmental Checklist from CEQA
Guidelines Appendix G with a discussion of potential environmental effects associated with the
Proposed Project. Mitigation measures, if necessary, are noted following each impact discussion.

Section 4.0 — List of Preparers
Section 5.0 — References

Appendices — Contains information to supplement sections within the IS.

1.4 ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by the Proposed Project, involving
at least one impact requiring mitigation to bring it to a less-than-significant level. Impacts to these
resources are evaluated using the checklist included in Section 3.0. The Proposed Project was
determined to have a less-than-significant impact or no impact without mitigation on unchecked resource
areas. A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, included as Appendix F, ensures compliance
with mitigation measures during project implementation.
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O Aesthetics O Agriculture and Forest M Air Quality
Resources

M Biological Resources M Cultural Resources O Energy

M Geology and Soils O Greenhouse Gas Emissions M Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

M Hydrology and Water Quality O Land Use and Planning O Mineral Resources

O Noise O Population and Housing M Public Services

O Recreation O Transportation M Tribal Cultural Resources

O Utilities and Service Systems [ Wildfire M Mandatory Findings of
Significance

1.5 CEQA DETERMINATION

(TO BE COMPLETED BY THE LEAD AGECNCY)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

[

| find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or
agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact” or "potentially
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects
that remain to be addressed.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable
standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures
that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

Date
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2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 INTRODUCTION

The Proposed Project involves upgrades to the existing wastewater treatment plant that are required to
comply with the CDO No. R2-2016-0004 from the SFBRWQCB (Appendix C of Appendix A) and the
2016 NPDES Permit No. CA0038016 (Order No. R2-2016-0003; 2016 Permit) (Appendix A of

Appendix A). The project location, background, objectives, and components are described in more detail
below.

2.2 PROJECT LOCATION

The WWTRRP is located at 1 Chaix/Thomann Lane in the City of St. Helena in Napa County (County),
California (Figure 2-1). The 124-acre WWTRP property (Project site) consists of four parcels owned by
the City, with corresponding assessor’s parcel numbers (APN) 030-240-013, 030-240-009, 030-240-017,
and 030-250-018. The Project site is shown on Figures 2-2 and 2-3. Project activities would be limited to
the development footprint shown in Figure 2-3, which excludes the irrigation spray fields southeast of the
WWTRP. The parcels which comprise the development footprint are entirely within City limits; the parcels
that contain the irrigation spray fields, and will not experience development, are within unincorporated
Napa County. The Project site is bounded on the northeast by the Napa River, Chaix Lane to the
northwest, and agricultural fields to the southeast and southwest. Regional access to the Project site is
provided by State Route 29/State Route 128. Vehicular access to the Project site is provided via Chaix
Lane, west of the site.

2.3 PROJECT BACKGROUND
EXISTING WASTEWATER TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL OPERATIONS

The WWTRP was constructed in 1966 and provides wastewater treatment services for the City, serving a
population of approximately 6,000 residents. The WWTRP currently utilizes an Advanced Integrated
Wastewater Pond System (AIPS), which consists of a series of five ponds that provide secondary level
wastewater treatment for domestic and commercial wastewater from the City. No major improvements
have been completed at the WWTRP since construction in 1966, and several areas of the plant need
repair or upgrade. The location of the existing wastewater treatment plant and associated pond system is
depicted on Figure 2-4. Influent flow is distributed between advanced facultative Ponds 1A and 1B, and
then flows sequentially through each pond by gravity. Wastewater leaves Ponds 1A and 1B via a circular
outlet structure located between the ponds that conveys flow to Pond 2 (high rate algal pond). Flow is
conveyed from Pond 2 to Pond 3 (algal settling pond), and from Pond 3 to Pond 4 using transfer
structures. Flow from Pond 4 flows by gravity to chlorine contact tanks through a 21-inch pipe located
south of Pond 4 and Pond 5 under an access road. A detailed description of the AIPS system and
function of each pond is provided in Section 2.1.2 of Appendix A. During dry weather conditions, as
specified by flow parameters in the 2016 Permit, effluent is stored in Pond 5 (flow equalization storage
pond) and then discharged to the irrigation spray fields located to the southeast of the WWTRP, in
accordance with Water Reclamation Permit Order No. 87-090 (Appendix B of Appendix A). During wet

November 2020 2-1 City of St. Helena WWTRP Phase | Upgrades Project
Initial Study



2 Project Description

weather conditions and when flow in the Napa River is high enough’, effluent is discharged at a shallow
water outfall (Discharge Point No. 001) to the Napa River in accordance with the 2016 Permit. The
system is permitted under the 2016 Permit for an average dry weather flow of 0.5 million gallons per day
(MGD) and a peak weather flow capacity of 2.8 MGD (see Appendix A of Appendix A). The WWTRP
currently has a treatment capacity of approximately 1.3 MGD.

Influent wastewater flows at the current WWTRP are dependent on the season and are highly influenced
by rainfall. Influent flow increases during precipitation events and decreases rapidly after precipitation
ceases. Average day daily influent wastewater flows range from 0.377 MGD to 0.816 MGD, depending on
the season. Detailed wastewater analytical flow data is presented in Section 3.0 of Appendix A.

WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS

The 2016 Permit issued by the SFBRWQCB imposed new, more stringent effluent discharge limitations,
referred to as waste discharge requirements (WDR), including limits for biochemical oxygen demand and
total suspended solids (TSS), which are shown in Table 2-1 below. The City’s current AIPS system is not
able to reliably meet the more stringent effluent discharge limitations. As a result, the SFBRWQCB issued
a CDO, mandating that the WWTRP comply with the more stringent limits. Due to the October 2017 Napa
Fires, the City experienced delays in its compliance progress and requested revisions to the compliance
deadlines set by the SFBRWQCB in the CDO. In January 2018, the SFBRWQCB approved a request by
the City to revise the compliance schedule associated with the CDO. The revised schedule (Appendix D
of Appendix A), requires that the City achieve full compliance within the 2016 Permit by March 1, 2023.

TABLE 2-1. 2016 NPDES PERMIT WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS

Effluent Limitations’
Parameter Unit? Average | Average | Maximum | Instantaneous | Instantaneous
Monthly Weekly Daily Minimum Maximum

Biochemical Oxygen Demand

mg/L 15 25 - - --
(5-day at 20° C)
Total Suspended Solids (TSS) mg/L 15 20 - - -
Oil and Grease mg/L 10 -- 20 -- --

Standard

pH ) -- -- -- 6.5 8.5

units
Total Residual Chlorine mg/L - - - - 0.0
Copper, Total Mg/l 8.3 - 17 - -
Cyanide, Total pg/L 15 -- 30 -- --
Ammonia, Total mg/L as N 16 - 39 -- -

Notes: 1 Effluent limitations applicable at Discharge Point 001 only.
2 milligrams per liter (mg/L); microgram (one millionth of a gram) per liter (ug/L)
Source: 2016 NPDES Permit (Appendix A of Appendix A)

" The 2016 Permit (Appendix A of Appendix A) prohibits discharge to the Napa River unless the river flow-to-
wastewater effluent ratio is 50:1, and prohibits discharge to the Napa River between June 1 and October 31.
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2 Project Description

2.4

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The City has identified the following objectives for the Proposed Project:

Meet new performance requirements as specified by the 2016 Permit within the timeframe
established in the revised compliance schedule (Appendix D of Appendix A);

Protect water quality and public health through compliance with applicable regulations for the
treatment and disposal of wastewater;

Meet the long-term needs of the City during peak wet weather periods with low-cost technical
solutions that maximize value for rate payers;

Avoid the significant fiscal impact of fines if the improvements are not completed within the time
limits specified by the SFBRWQCB,;

Improve efficiency of the wastewater treatment plant operations; and

Implement project elements that avoid or minimize adverse environmental impacts.

PROJECT COMPONENTS

To comply with the 2016 Permit and CDO, the City seeks to replace its AIPS system with a packaged
Membrane Bioreactor (MBR) system, as well as construct new treatment facilities and retrofit/rehabilitate
aging facilities. The Proposed Project includes the following components that would be constructed within
the boundaries of the existing WWTRP:

1.

2
3.
4

© o N o O

Installation of a packaged MBR treatment system;
Treatment pond retrofit for influent flow equalization and emergency storage;
Construction of a new influent lift station;

Retrofit of existing treatment pond distribution box structure and construction of mechanical
screening and disposal system;

Construction of a sludge dewatering and disposal system;

Flow meter reconstruction;

Chlorine disinfection system upgrades;

Installation of an underground effluent pipeline for distribution to Pond 5 or the Napa River outfall;

Electrical improvements;

10. Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) system Integration;

11. Site improvements for WWTRP upgrades; and

12. Construction of a noise barrier wall.

A Conceptual Design Report (CDR) for the Proposed Project is included as Appendix A. The Proposed
Project components are described in detail in Appendix A and are summarized below.
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If wastewater influent and loading parameters increase at the WWTRP in the future, a recycled water
distribution system could be installed to handle the increase. These upgrades would be addressed in a
Phase Il upgrades project and would be evaluated in a separate CEQA document. Potential Phase Il
upgrades are discussed in more detail in Appendix A.

Installation of a Packaged MBR Treatment System

As described in the CDR report, the proposed MBR system would provide primary, secondary, and
tertiary treatment through a combination of anoxic and aerobic biological reactors and the use of
submerged membranes. The system would separate solids, providing a high removal efficiency of
nitrogen, phosphorus, bacteria, BOD, and TSS. The MBR system would be a packaged treatment plant,
manufactured to be fully functional and ready for production of tertiary effluent upon delivery and
integration. A primary and a standby fine screen would be installed to screen all influent prior to it entering
in the MBR system. After wastewater is processed in the MBR, it would be distributed to a membrane
filtration clearwell and an above ground 20,000-gallon effluent storage tank, and then disinfected through
a closed-vessel ultraviolet (UV) disinfection system before being discharged. Treated water stored in the
clearwell would be used as process water at the WWTRP for cleaning and other minor uses associated
with WWTRP operations; the MBR system would therefore not require an additional water supply and
may reduce overall groundwater consumption at the WWTRP. Tertiary treated effluent would be
discharged to either the Napa River outfall or to the irrigation spray fields consistent with existing
practices. The current Napa River outfall would not be altered under the Proposed Project.

The MBR system is proposed to be installed directly west of existing Pond 1A, in a graded area of the
WWTRP that houses the existing chlorine storage building. This area also functions as a storage laydown
area for the City Public Works Department and is occasionally used as a training grounds by the City’s
fire department. The MBR system would primarily be located in above grade stainless steel structures
constructed on a concrete slab and would be approximately 18-feet in height at the tallest point of the
facility. Figure 2-5 depicts the proposed location of the MBR system and Figure 2-6 provides a process
flow diagram for the proposed MBR treatment system. The construction staging area for installation of the
MBR treatment system and associated upgrades would be located on the currently paved area of the
storage laydown area (refer to Figure 2-4). The storage laydown area is infrequently used and would not
need to be relocated as part of the Proposed Project.

Treatment Pond Retrofit

Replacement of the AIPS pond treatment system with a MBR system would result in the removal of
Ponds 2, 3, and 4 from the treatment process. These ponds would be repurposed for flow equalization
and emergency storage. Using these ponds for storage and equalization would reduce the peak flow
requirements associated with the MBR treatment process. When influent flow rates exceed the rate of 1.3
MGD, existing Ponds 1A through 3 would be able to provide the WWTRP with approximately 25.9 million
gallons (MG) of flow equalization and emergency storage. Because the existing ponds are hydraulically
connected via overflow structures and open channel pipes, the ponds would be designed to overflow in
series. The emergency storage ponds would be allowed to fill sequentially from Ponds 1A/1B to Pond 3,
as primary influent flow exceeds the treatment capacity of the Phase 1 WWTRP improvements. When
influent flows decrease to below the peak wet weather flow capacity of 1.3 MGD, stored influent will be
pumped from the storage ponds directly into Pond 1A for treatment and the water levels in ponds 2, 3,
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and 4 will be drawn down. Pond 5, which is currently designated for effluent storage and disposal
equalization, would continue to operate as storage for disposal to the spray fields. The existing pipe
connection between Pond 4 and 5 will be abandoned and the existing chlorine contact basin will be
demobilized.

Proposed upgrades necessary for the treatment pond retrofit include:

= Construction of a pumping station to pump from Ponds 2, 3, and 4 to Pond 1A;
=  Construction of concrete pads between Ponds 2 & 3; and

= Hydraulic isolation of Pond 5.

Construction of a New Influent Lift Station

The existing WWTRP headworks facility and control building is a two-story structure that combines the
influent headworks, primary influent pump station, office, operations building, electrical rooms, and
laboratory facilities. No changes are proposed to the WWTRP headworks facility; however, a new influent
lift station would be constructed east of this facility to pump wastewater from the proposed equalization
and emergency storage ponds (Ponds 1A through 4) directly to the proposed MBR system.

Proposed upgrades necessary for the construction of the new influent lift station include the following
improvements:

= Construction of a slab on grade along the southwest dike of Pond 1A;

= Construction of a 1.5 MGD influent horizontal self-priming centrifugal pump station pumping from
the pond to the MBR system; and

= Construction of an adjustable suction pipeline along bottom of Pond 1A with floating suction
intake mechanical assembly.

Distribution Box Retrofit and Coarse Screening Installation

The existing point of entry to the AIPS pond system is from an above grade concrete structure that
distributes primary influent flow between Ponds 1A and 1B. The distribution box structure was
constructed in 1993 and is located at the northern junction between Pond 1A and 1B. The existing
structure would be reconfigured to accommodate a coarse screening system to remove large diameter
solids from the primary waste stream. The screening system is expected to protect the new influent
pumping system and MBR system, which would be susceptible to clogging by rags and debris. The
coarse screening system will also include individual washer compactors and a rotary screw press
conveyor to deliver screenings off the structure and into a dumpster for disposal.

Proposed upgrades to retrofit the existing distribution box and install the coarse screening system are
expected to include:

» Installation of a temporary bypass pumping system;

= Cast-in-place concrete channel extensions;

= Installation of coarse screening equipment;
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= Retrofit of existing handrailing and ladders;
= Installation of elastomeric polyurethane coating system to protect existing/new concrete;
= Cast-in-place concrete pad for dumpster; and

= Installation of protective bollards.

Construction of a Sludge Dewatering and Disposal System

A dewatering and solids handling process would be introduced to dewater waste sludge from the new
MBR system. The current WWTRP does not have sludge thickening or dewatering, as it is not needed
with the existing AIPS system. The objective of the solids handling process is to minimize the City’s
operational labor effort through automation and the construction of advanced sludge dewatering units.
The sludge dewatering system would include the construction of a packaged volute dewatering press,
waste activated sludge (WAS) storage tank designed to receive approximately 16,000 gallons per day
(gpd) of WAS, and a sludge pumping system to pump from the MBR to the WAS storage tank, and from
the WAS storage tank to the packaged volute dewatering press. The sludge dewatering and disposal
system would be an aerated and enclosed structure, designed to control odor. The volute sludge
dewatering press would be located directly south of the existing shop (refer to Figure 2-4). Dewatered
sludge cake solids would fall from the press at approximately 500 dry pounds per hour to disposal via
dumpsters.

Phase | upgrades necessary for the construction of a sludge dewatering and disposal system include:

= Construction of a volute sludge dewatering packaged system;
= Construction of a polymer feed system and WAS pumping system; and

= Construction of a WAS storage tank and pumping facility.
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Flow Meter Reconstruction

The WWTRP currently operates an influent magnetic flow meter (influent monitoring location INF-001)
downstream of the primary influent pump station that formally reports influent flows to the SFBRWQCB.
The existing flow meter is 18 years old and was designed with insufficient straight lengths of pipe
upstream and downstream of the measuring instrument, which is what reduces flow turbulence and
enhances measurement accuracy. The flow meter also lacks an operational bypass to permit calibration
and maintenance. As part of the Proposed Project, the influent flow meter would be replaced and
reconstructed to provide the WWTRP with more accurate flow measurements. A second flow meter would
also be constructed on the effluent force main after disinfection. Because the sanitary sewer force main
would be reconfigured to accommodate the new WWTRP upgrades, the flow meter would need to be
replaced and mechanically reconstructed.

Phase | upgrades necessary for flow meter reconstruction include:

= Replace existing INF-001 magnetic flow meter due to operational age;

= Reconstruct above grade flow meter mechanical assembly with permanent bypass to include
manufacturer’s recommended lengths of straight influent and effluent piping surrounding the
instrument;

= Construct new concrete pad and pipe supports; and

= Redistribute electrical and control system and integrate instrumentation to the SCADA system.

Chlorine Disinfection System Improvements

The Proposed Project would reconfigure the WWTRP’s existing disinfection process. Currently, treated
wastewater is continuously distributed via gravity to the plant’s chlorine contact basin from treatment
Pond 4. Disinfected wastewater is then pumped to the north end of Pond 5 for equalization storage prior
to effluent discharge to the irrigation spray fields or the Napa River outfall. Sodium hypochlorite is
currently stored in a chemical storage building located east of the plant’s existing control building. The
location of these structures is labeled on Figure 2-4. A newly constructed chemical monitoring and
distribution pumping system located in the chemical storage building distributes sodium hypochlorite
solution to the chlorine contact basin located in the southeast corner of Pond 5. Disinfected effluent
discharged to the Napa River is dechlorinated with ascorbic acid using an automated chemical monitoring
and distribution system located in the effluent pump station maintenance room. Because a new UV
disinfection system would be constructed as part of the Phase | upgrades, the existing chlorine contact
basin would no longer operate as the primary means of effluent disinfection and the existing sodium
hypochlorite solution piping would remain in operation for the purpose of redundant disinfection prior to
spray field disposal. New sodium hypochlorite injection facilities would be constructed for disinfection prior
to effluent storage in Pond 5. The dechlorination system would be maintained in the event that disinfected
effluent stored in Pond 5 can be discharged to the Napa River.

Proposed upgrades necessary for the chlorine disinfection system improvements include:

= Construct new sodium hypochlorite solution piping for injection to the tertiary effluent force main
piping prior to storage for disinfection residual;
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= Automate the chlorine injection system using continuous flow paced methods and based upon
free ammonia concentrations entering Pond 5;

=  Demolish chlorine contact basin baffles;

= Perform comprehensive condition assessment on existing irrigation spray field pumps and force
main system; and

= Perform comprehensive condition assessment on Pond 5 chlorine contact basin discharge
vertical turbine pumps.

Effluent Pipeline Improvements

The WWTRP improvements will include an effluent pump station designed to distribute tertiary effluent to
the Napa River outfall or directly into Pond 5. Effluent discharge is permitted for the Napa River under the
discharge requirements summarized in NPDES No. CA0038016 and the spray field reclamation
requirements summarized in Order No. 87-090. The WWTRP will maintain current discharge strategies
after implementation of WWTRP improvements, however, Napa River discharge will no longer be
required to travel through Pond 5 and require dechlorination. A new underground effluent force main will
traverse the north and east boundaries of the WWTRP to establish a new point of supply to Pond 5 and a
direct effluent point of connection to the underground Napa River outfall structure. The outfall pipe
connection will allow the City to discharge disinfected tertiary effluent to the Napa River without
chlorination/dechlorination.

Proposed upgrades necessary for the effluent pipeline and discharge improvements include:

=  Construct approximately 1,900 linear feet of below grade PVC piping;
= Connect discharge piping to Pond 5 and existing Napa River outfall structure;
= Backfill and replace existing fill in kind; and

= |[nstall pipeline appurtenances, as necessary.

Electrical Improvements

A new electrical system would be designed to meet the most current design criteria adopted by the City
and County, and would satisfy the requirements of the Electrical Safety Order of the California Code of
Regulations (CCR) and National Fire Protection Association No.70, the National Electrical Code.

The Proposed Project would include installation of a new 480-volt transformer, with electricity provided by
Pacific Gas & Electric. Power requirements would be tailored to the needs of the packaged MBR system
and associated processes. The existing WWTRP service connection would remain intact to prevent
operational disruption during construction. Telephone service and fiber optics would be supplied to the
site by local communications utility service providers. Electrical distribution throughout the WWTRP would
include site lighting at each of the various treatment train facilities for security and emergency
maintenance. Pole mounted light fixtures would serve as task lights to allow staff to work on the treatment
equipment or for access to local control boxes. The pole mounted light fixtures would be equipped with
individual manual on/off switches as well as “night light” operators using photocell control. These light
fixtures would be on at dusk and off at dawn. Security measures would be limited to magnetic contacts at
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each door of the operations, electrical, and maintenance buildings. These magnetic contacts would be
tied into the programmable logic controllers (PLC) for alarming purposes only and directly report back to
City SCADA and emergency response services. Video surveillance and perimeter security measures
would be incorporated into the site improvements at the City’s discretion.

Install New SCADA System

The WWTRP has a SCADA system, which monitors and controls various automated processes within the
WWTRP. A comprehensive condition assessment of the existing SCADA system was performed, which
identified several deficiencies. The WWTRP proposed upgrades would result in the construction of a new
SCADA system.

Phase | upgrades necessary for the installation of a new SCADA system include:

= Replace existing iFIX HMI Software with new software package suited for Phase 1 upgrades and
existing SCADA components;

» Integrate all new Phase 1 WWTRP upgrades into SCADA for full automation, monitoring and
control;

= Replace Win 911 and refurbish the SCADA autodialer emergency alarm system;
» Reprogram and upgrade all existing PLCs; and

» Perform condition assessment on existing pump station MCCs, control cabinets, VFDs, and
RTUs to determine improvement priority.

Site Improvements

The proposed WWTRP improvements would primarily occur in the northwest corner of the Project site, in
an area that currently contains the chemical storage building, control building, and a shop, as seen on
Figure 2-4. This area is used as a storage laydown area for the City Public Works Department and has
sparse vegetation and redwood trees. Site improvements would include paving, striping, and installation
of curbs and gutters. Stormwater catch basins would be installed to gravity drain to the primary influent
pump station. The existing shop, as seen on Figure 2-4, would remain and pavement would be extended
to create a shop entrance. Approximately 63,000 square feet of new asphalt would be placed around the
WWTRP to provide vehicular access to all sides of the treatment facilities, control building, and shop.
Protective bollards would be installed surrounding new electrical and wastewater treatment equipment to
protect against traffic. The existing WWTRP facility entrance via Chaix Lane would remain; however, the
gate would be upgraded to include an automatic operator. A new 6-foot chain link fence would be
constructed to enclose the property to enhance security.

Sound Barrier Walli

An approximately 150-foot long, 8-foot high, concrete sound barrier wall would be constructed along the
western border of the storage laydown area to provide sound reduction from operation of the proposed
MBR system (see Figure 2-5) in accordance with the recommendations of the Environmental Noise
Assessment provided in Appendix E. It is anticipated that up to four olive trees along the western
property boundary would need to be removed to accommodate the sound barrier wall. The remaining
trees located on the western property boundary would be protected to maintain the visual barrier between
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the WWTRP and surrounding residential and commercial buildings. The sound barrier wall would reduce
noise experienced by the nearest sensitive receptor, a residence approximately 200 feet southwest of the
proposed MBR system, to a level which is consistent with County and City noise regulations (see pages
18 through 22 of Appendix E).

TREATMENT CAPACITY AND EFFLUENT QUALITY

The Proposed Project would enable the WWTRP to reliably meet the more stringent effluent limitations
specified in the 2016 Permit. The expected effluent quality for the proposed MBR system would produce
a monthly average of 5 milligrams per liter (mg/L) or less BOD and 1 mg/L or less TSS, which would be
below the 2016 Permit limits of 15 mg/L for both BOD and TSS. Table 2-2 compares the projected
effluent quality of the proposed MBR system with the 2016 Permit effluent limitations.

TABLE 2-2. COMPARISON OF MBR EFFLUENT QUALITY AND 2016 PERMIT LIMITATIONS

- ’ Anticipated MBR 2016 NPDES Permit
arameter Effluent Quality? Effluent Limitations
Biochemical Oxygen Demand <5mg/L <15 mg/L
Total Suspended Solids (TSS) <1 mg/L <15 mg/L
Ammonia <10 mg/L <16 mg/L
Total Coliform < 2.2 MPN/100 mL < 23 MPN/100 mL
Notes: 1. Expected effluent quality based on expected process effectiveness for a typical MBR
treatment system.
2. mg/L = milligram per liter; MPN/mL = most probable number per milliliter
Source: Appendix A.

As explained in Section 2.3, the existing WWTRP has a treatment capacity of 1.3 MGD and is permitted
for an average dry weather flow of 0.5 MGD and a peak weather flow capacity of 2.8 MGD. Average day
daily influent wastewater flows range from 0.377 MGD to 0.816 MGD, depending on the season. Utilizing
the WWTRP’s current Ponds 1A through 3 for seasonal storage and flow equalization would provide
approximately 25.9 MG of additional storage capacity, reducing the peak flow treatment requirements of
the WWTRP. With implementation of the Proposed Project, the WWTRP would be able to meet
wastewater capacity needs and flow parameters outlined in the 2016 Permit, supporting an average dry
weather flow of 0.5 MGD and a maximum peak flow of 1.3 MGD.

CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES

Project components would be designed and constructed in accordance with applicable codes and
industry recognized standards, including provisions of the American Water Works Association Standards,
Uniform Plumbing Code, California State Building Code (CBC), and the International Building Code (IBC).
Components of the Proposed Project would require general construction activities, and would include
grading, trenching, and import and export of materials. Construction of project components would occur
over the course of 12 to 16 months. It is anticipated that construction of the WWTRP Phase | upgrades
would begin in spring of 2021 and completed in 2022. As required by the City of St. Helena Municipal
Code Section 8.24.010, construction activities shall be limited to between the daytime hours of 8:00 A.M.
and 5:00 P.M Monday through Saturday. No construction activities shall take place on Sundays or
Federal and local holidays.
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Construction Equipment

Energy efficient construction equipment would be utilized to the extent feasible. The following equipment
may be utilized occasionally during construction of the Proposed Project:

= Front-end loader = Flat-back delivery truck
= Crane = Trencher/Excavator

= Water truck = Backhoe/Loader

=  Air compressor = Welding truck

= Concrete trucks =  Dump truck

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES

Periodic maintenance of the WWTRP components, storage tanks, pumps, and appurtenant structures
would be required after the Proposed Project is operational. Pumps, piping, valves, and appurtenant
structures would be checked and maintained regularly and replaced as necessary. The membranes
would need to be periodically backwashed with chemicals that require on-site storage and containment.
City staff would inspect components of the Proposed Project regularly and replace equipment that
reaches the end of its lifetime or fails during use.

The WWTRP currently employs a Grade Il operator, and no additional employees beyond those needed
to maintain the current WWTRP would be needed to serve the Proposed Project.

2.5 REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS, PERMITS, AND APPROVALS

Permits and approvals that may be necessary for construction and operation of the Proposed Project are
identified below.
CITY OF ST. HELENA APPROVALS
= Adoption of this IS/MND under the requirements of CEQA.
= Adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan that incorporates the mitigation measures
identified in this document.
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
= Approval of grant funding to facilitate the Proposed Project.
= Approval of the Environmental Report for compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), and approval of Conceptual Design Report (Appendix A).
SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

= Determination that the project qualifies for coverage under the Clean Water Act (CWA) NPDES
Construction General Permit for the protection of surface waters from construction and other
land-disturbing activity.
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= Enforce the waste discharge requirements of the 2016 NPDES Permit for the discharge of
effluent treated at the WWTRP to Napa River. The City must submit various reports to the
SFBRWQCB to demonstrate that operation of the Proposed Project would comply with the 2016
NPDES Permit.

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE

= Consultation pursuant to Section 106 of the NHPA regarding (joint consultation with Indian tribes)
potential impacts to cultural resources resulting from the Proposed Project.
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3 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
(CHECKLIST)

3.1 EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15063, an IS should provide the lead agency with sufficient information to
determine whether to prepare an environmental impact report (EIR) or negative declaration for a
proposed project. The CEQA Guidelines state that an IS may identify environmental impacts by use of a
checklist, matrix, or other method, provided that conclusions are briefly explained and supported by
relevant evidence.

If it is determined that a particular physical impact to the environment could occur, then the checklist must
indicate whether the impact is Potentially Significant, Less Than Significant with Mitigation, or Less Than
Significant. Findings of No Impact for issues that can be demonstrated not to apply to a proposed project
do not require further discussion.

3.1.1 EVALUATION TERMINOLOGY

The following sections contain the environmental checklist form presented in Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines. The checklist form is used to describe the impacts of a proposed project. For this checklist,
the following designations are used:

= Potentially Significant Impact: An impact that could be significant, and for which no mitigation
has been identified. If any potentially significant impacts are identified and no mitigation is
available to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level, an EIR must be prepared.

= Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated: Impacts that would be reduced to
a less-than-significant level by feasible mitigation measures identified in this checklist.

= Less-than-Significant Impact: Any impact that would not be considered significant under CEQA
relative to existing standards.

= No Impact: The Proposed Project would have no impact.

3.1.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS

As defined in Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines, a cumulative impact consists of an impact that is
created as a result of the combination of a proposed project together with other closely related past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects that cause related impacts. As noted in Section
15064 (h)(4) of the CEQA Guidelines, the mere existence of significant cumulative impacts caused by
other projects alone shall not constitute substantial evidence that the proposed project’s incremental
effects are cumulatively considerable. Further, Section 15130(b) of the CEQA Guidelines states:
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The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and
their likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail
as is provided for the effects attributable to the project alone. The discussion
should be guided by the standards of practicality and reasonableness, and
should focus on the cumulative impact to which the identified other projects
contribute rather than the attributes of other projects which do not contribute to
the cumulative impact.

Growth associated with build-out projections in the City’s and County’s General Plans and proposed and
current development projects within the City were considered in determining whether the impacts of the
Proposed Project would be cumulatively considerable in accordance with Section 15064 (h) of the CEQA
Guidelines.

The City tracks proposed, current, and completed development/planning projects on their website. There
are no pending development applications near the Project site and only minor projects are anticipated to
occur in the City, including design review, lot line adjustments, use permits, and various capital projects to
improve local parks and sidewalks (City of St. Helena, 2020f).

According to the City’s General Plan, St. Helena aims to contain development and preserve agricultural
lands in and adjacent to the City. This is partly done through establishing an Urban Limit Line—a
parcel-specific boundary that marks the limit of where urban development is permitted within the
incorporated area of the City. The intent of the Urban Limit Line is to discourage urban sprawl by
containing urban development within designated areas during the planning period. The Project site and
immediate vicinity is outside the Urban Limit Line and is composed mainly of vineyards; this area is not
anticipated to experience significant amounts of growth or new development.

The Napa County General plan contains growth management policies (e.g., Policy AG/LU-119) that
regulate development of new housing units, so as to not exceed target annual population growth rates.
The County General Plan also identifies the location of future priority housing development sites, none of
which are located in the City of St. Helena.
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3.2 AESTHETICS
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

. Less Than Less-
Potentially Sianificant T
ignifican an-
AESTHETICS Significant . g o o No Impact
With Mitigation | Significant
Impact
Incorporated Impact
Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section
21099, would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? U ] 2 ]

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including,
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and | O X ]
historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

c) In nonurbanized areas, substantially degrade the
existing visual character or quality of public views of
the site and its surroundings? (Public views are
those that are experienced from publicly accessible |:| |:| |Z| |:|
vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area,
would the project conflict with applicable zoning and
other regulations governing scenic quality?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare that
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the | O X |
area?

SETTING
Regulatory Context
California Scenic Highway Program

The California Scenic Highway Program, administered by the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans), intends to preserve and protect scenic highway corridors from change that would diminish the
aesthetic value of lands adjacent to scenic highways. The State Scenic Highway System includes a list of
highways that are either eligible for designation as scenic highways or have been designated. Cities and
counties can nominate eligible scenic highways for official designation by identifying and defining the
scenic corridor of the highway. The municipality must also adopt ordinances to preserve the scenic quality
of the corridor or document such regulations that already exist in various portions of local codes.

City of St. Helena General Plan Update 2040

Applicable City General Plan goals, policies, and objectives include:
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CD5.B Adopt a dark sky ordinance to preserve the City’s rural character by limiting the negative
effects of light pollution on wildlife and community aesthetics. Develop lighting design
guidelines for new development that mitigate light pollution while ensuring adequate
nighttime security.

CD5.C New development shall not result in significant light, glare, and noise that could affect
residents, visitors, and wildlife. Lighting shall be shielded to reduce glare and shall be
cast downwards. Outdoor lighting shall occur primarily for the purpose of security and
safety. Upcast lighting shall be discouraged to minimize impacts on wildlife and to retain
the agricultural ambience of St. Helena. All lighting shall conform to the Lighting Zone 2
requirements of Title 24 of the California Building Code.

City of St. Helena Municipal Code

Applicable City zoning ordinances include:

Chapter 17.68 Public and Quasi-Public (PQP) District: All public and quasi-public uses in the PQP
district shall require a use permit, public hearing and review. Requirements for
landscaping and screening are also incorporated into the PQP district. Pursuant to
Chapter 17.164 all signs, new structures or buildings, or exterior revisions of any existing
structures or buildings for both permitted and conditional uses shall require design
review.

Napa County Code of Ordinances

County zoning ordinances that are applicable to parcels surrounding the Project site include:

Chapter 18.16 Agricultural Preserve (AP) District: the AP district classification is intended to be applied
in the fertile valley and foothill areas of Napa County in which agriculture is and should
continue to be the predominant land use, where uses incompatible to agriculture should
be precluded and where the development of urban-type uses would be detrimental to the
continuance of agriculture and the maintenance of open space which are economic and
aesthetic attributes and assets of the county.

Napa County General Plan (2008)

County goals, policies, and objectives would be relevant when analyzing cumulative impacts of the
Proposed Project, as the Proposed Project may cause cumulative impacts beyond City limits. County
General Plan goals, policies, and objectives relevant to the cumulative setting include:

Goal CC-1 Preserve, improve, and provide visual access to the beauty of Napa

Policy CC-6 Preserve and enhance the night environment of the County’s rural areas and prevent
excessive light and glare.

Policy CC-8 Scenic roadways which shall be subject to the Viewshed Protection Program are those
shown in Figure CC-3, or designated by the Board of Supervisors in the future.
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Policy CC-33  The design of buildings visible from the County’s designated scenic roadways shall avoid
the use of reflective surfaces which could cause glare.

Environmental Setting

As described in Section 2.0, the existing WWTRP is located on an approximately 124-acre site in the City
of St. Helena, in Napa County. The Project site is bounded on the northeast by the Napa River, Chaix
Lane to the northwest, and agricultural fields to the southeast and southwest. The topography of the
Project site is relatively flat, with elevations ranging from 175 to 195 feet above mean sea level (amsl).

The visual characteristics of the northern portion of the Project site consist of the existing WWTRP,
including the pond treatment system and laydown storage yard. The laydown storage yard is a gravel lot
containing storage containers and the existing chlorine storage building and control building (Figure 2-3).
The visual characteristic of the southern portion of the Project site consists of an irrigation spray field
containing primarily non-native annual grasses.

The area surrounding the Project site consists generally of agricultural land and vineyards, with the Napa
River running along the eastern border of the Project site. Rural residences and winery operations are
dispersed around the vicinity of the Project site. A parcel is located directly west of the storage laydown
area, which contains a residence, vineyard, and industrial structures most likely used for storage.
Vegetation along the boundary between the existing WWTRP and this neighboring parcel provides a
partial visual barrier.

Views of the Project site from residences and business north of the Napa River are fully shielded by the
riparian vegetation along the banks of Napa River. The closest structures to the development footprint,
other than the neighboring parcel, includes a residence approximately 0.5 miles southeast of the
development footprint, a winery building for Robbins Vineyards approximately 0.15 miles southwest of the
development footprint, a residence approximately 0.5 miles northwest of the development footprint, and a
residence along the Napa River approximately 0.55 miles southeast of the development footprint. No
other existing residences or business are expected to have views of the proposed development area.

Scenic Resources
There is no comprehensive list of specific features that automatically qualify as scenic resources;
however, certain characteristics can be identified which contribute to the determination. The following is a
partial list of visual qualities and conditions that if present, may indicate the presence of a scenic
resource:

= Atree that displays outstanding features of form or age.

= Alandmark tree or a group of distinctive trees accented in a setting as a focus of attention.

= Anunusual planting that has historical value.

= A unique, massive rock formation.

= An historic building that is a rare example of its period, style, or design, or which has special
architectural features and details of importance.
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= A feature specifically identified in applicable planning documents as having a special scenic
value.

= A unique focus or a feature integrated with its surroundings or overlapping other scenic elements
to form a panorama.

= A vegetative or structural feature that has local, regional, or statewide importance.

The Napa River to the east of the Project site and surrounding vineyards would be considered scenic
resources. Although no roads in Napa County are designated as Scenic Highways by the State of
California, segments of State Route 29, which is located approximately 0.85 miles west of the Project site
is listed as “eligible” for scenic highway designation (Caltrans, 2018) and Napa County considers State
Route 29 a County-designated scenic roadway (Napa County, 2008). However, the Project site cannot be
viewed by travelers on State Route 29.

Nighttime Lighting Conditions

Current nighttime lighting conditions in the City are directly correlated with existing development. The City
is primarily developed with high and medium density residential housing near the city center, commercial
areas running along State Route 29/State Route 128, and agricultural lands surrounding the City. The
business district, located along State Route 29/State Route 128, approximately 0.85 miles west of the
Project site, generally has low ambient nighttime light levels, with residential and outlying areas of the City
consisting of even lower ambient light levels.

The most notable lighting in the near vicinity of the Project site is from the existing WWTRP, which
generates a minimal amount of artificial lighting during the night, as operation continues 24 hours per day.
Although there are few buildings on the site, there is existing lighting that illuminates processing facilities
for security, safety, and task specific needs.

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS
Question A and B

Would the project: Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; or substantially damage scenic
resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state
scenic highway?

Less than Significant. As described above, the Project site is not located near a designated State scenic
highway or other designated scenic corridor. State Route 29/State Route 128 is a County-designated
scenic roadway; however, the Project site is located approximately 0.85 miles east of State Route
29/State Route 128 and is not easily visible from that distance. Although the Project site is adjacent to the
Napa River and surrounded by scenic vineyards, the industrial visual character of the WWTRP after
implementation of the Proposed Project would not drastically differ from existing conditions. Therefore,
impacts to these scenic resources would be less than significant.

Question C

Would the project: In nonurbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of
public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from publicly
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accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable
zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?

Less than Significant. The development of the Proposed Project would involve the addition of a new
MBR system, lift station, and sludge dewatering system, but would not change the general visual
character of the Project site. The MBR system would be approximately 10 feet high, with the highest point
on the apparatus approximately 18 feet above grade. The height of the proposed MBR system would be
similar to existing buildings on site and would not substantially change the existing visual character or
public views of the site. All proposed improvements would take place within the existing development
footprint of the WWTRP and would not change the visual character of the Project site.

The closest sensitive receptor to the Project site is a residence directly southwest of the WWTRP that
shares a parcel boundary with the Project site. The residence is approximately 160 feet from the WWTRP
property boundary. The parcel also contains structures directly adjacent to the WWTRP boundary line,
which appear industrial in nature and may be used for storage (see Figure C of Figure 3-1). Currently,
views of the Project site from this residence are partially shielded by a row of olive trees along the
western edge of the storage laydown area (see Figures A and B of Figure 3-1), as well as by the
industrial structures and trees located southwest of the WWTRP on the neighboring parcel (see Figure C
of Figure 3-1). Views of the Project site are also shielded by the riparian corridor located along the banks
of Napa River, east of the Project site (see Figure D of Figure 3-1). As stated in Section 2.4.2, a sound
barrier wall would be installed along the western property boundary, as shown in Figure 2-5, which would
partially block views of the proposed MBR system from the neighboring residence. It is anticipated that up
to four olive trees would need to be removed to accommodate the wall. The remaining trees located on
the western property boundary would be protected to maintain the visual barrier between the WWTRP
and surrounding residential and commercial buildings. Impacts to the visual character and quality of the
Project site and vicinity would be considered less than significant.
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Figure B: View from the project site facing southeast, showing vegetation providing a
visual barrier between the neighboring parcel.

Figure A: View from the project site facing southwest, showing vegetation providing a
visual barrier between the neighboring parcel.
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Figure D: View from the project site facing northwest, showing a riparian corridor
along the Napa River, which provides a visual barrier.

Figure C: View from Chaix Lane facing southeast at the neighboring parcel, showing
an industrial structure and trees, which provide a visual barrier.

St. Helena WWTRP Phase I Upgrades Project Initial Study /220522 W
SOURCE: AES, 9/10/2020

Figure 3-1
Project Site Photographs Depicting Visual Barriers
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Question D

Would the project: Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?

Less than Significant. The Project site currently contains the existing WWTRP, which is minimally
illuminated for safety, security, and to support task areas. The Proposed Project would introduce new
sources of light on the property for the same purposes, including site and building lighting. As described
in Section 2.4, electrical distribution upgrades throughout the WWTRP would include site lighting at each
of the various treatment train facilities for security and emergency maintenance. Pole mounted light
fixtures would serve as task lights to allow staff to work on the treatment equipment or for access to local
control boxes. The pole mounted light fixtures would be equipped with individual manual on/off switches
as well as “night light” operators using photocell control. These light fixtures would be on at dusk and off
at dawn. However, consistent with the City’s General Plan Update, Community Design Action CD5.C, any
new exterior lighting would be designed to not result in significant light or glare. Lighting would be
shielded and cast downwards to reduce glare, and outdoor lighting would primarily be for the purposed of
security and safety. The proposed MBR system would be primarily constructed out of a stainless-steel
material; none of the surfaces or building materials proposed for the project are reflective or would
produce glare. Potential impacts to day and nighttime views associated with lighting on the Project site
would be considered less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts

Less than Significant. Potential cumulative projects in the vicinity of the Project site include growth
within the City and County limits according to the build out projections in the City’s and County’s General
Plans. According to the City’s General Plan, St. Helena aims to contain development and preserve
agricultural lands in and adjacent to the City. This is partly done through establishing an Urban Limit
Line—a parcel-specific boundary that marks the limit of where urban development is permitted within the
incorporated area of the City. The intent of the Urban Limit Line is to discourage urban sprawl by
containing urban development within designated areas during the planning period. The Project site and
immediate vicinity is outside the Urban Limit Line and is composed mainly of vineyards; this area is not
anticipated to experience significant amounts of growth or new development that would result in
cumulative changes to the visual setting or increases in nighttime lighting levels. The Proposed Project
would not change the general visual character of the Project site and new project-related light sources
would not negatively affect the ambient light in the project area due to light reduction strategies that would
be implemented consistent with the City’s General Plan and Municipal Code. Therefore, the Proposed
Project’s contribution to aesthetic impacts, including new light sources, would not be cumulatively
considerable.

MITIGATION MEASURES

None required.
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3.3 AGRICULTURE/FORESTRY RESOURCES

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

AGRICULTURE/FORESTRY RESOURCES

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-
Than-
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model
(1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an
optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and
farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources,
including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to information compiled by the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment
Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon
measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by
the California Air Resources Board. Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural
use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson
Act contract?

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land
(as defined in Public Resources Code Section 12220(g)),
timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526),
or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code Section 51104(g))?

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to
non-forest use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to
their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland,
to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?
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SETTING

Regulatory Context
Federal

Farmland Protection Policy Act

The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) is intended to minimize the impact federal programs have on
the unnecessary and irreversible conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses. It assures that federal
programs are administered in a matter that is compatible with state and local units of government, and
private programs and policies to protect farmland (7 United States Code [USC] § 4201).

The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), responsible for the implementation of the FPPA,
categorizes farmland in a number of ways. These categories include: prime farmland, farmland of
statewide importance, and unique farmland. Prime farmland is considered to have the best possible
features to sustain long-term productivity.

Farmland of statewide importance includes farmland similar to prime farmland but with minor
shortcomings, such as greater slopes or less ability to store soil moisture. Unique farmland is
characterized by inferior soils and generally needs irrigation depending on climate. The Land Evaluation
and Site Assessment is a numeric rating system used by the NRCS to evaluate the relative agricultural
importance of farmlands.

State
California Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program

The Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP), which monitors the conversion of the State's
farmland to and from agricultural use, was established by the California Department of Conservation
(DOC), under the Division of Land Resource Protection. The program maintains an inventory of state
agricultural land and updates its "Important Farmland Series Maps" every two years.

The FMMP is an informational service only and does not constitute state regulation of local land use
decisions. The four categories of farmland, which include Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide
Importance, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Local Importance, are considered valuable and any
conversion of land within these categories is typically considered to be an adverse impact (DOC, 2020a).

Williamson Act

The Williamson Act is a State program that was implemented to preserve agricultural land. Under the
provisions of the Williamson Act (California Land Conservation Act 1965, Section 51200), landowners
contract with the county to maintain agricultural or open space use of their lands in return for reduced
property tax assessments. Participating counties and cities are required to establish their own rules and
regulations regarding implementation of the Williamson Act within their jurisdiction including, but not
limited to, enroliment guidelines, acreage minimums, enforcement procedures, allowable uses, and
compatible uses. (DOC, 2020b).
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Environmental Setting
Regional Setting

The DOC defines Prime Farmland as “farmland with the best combination of physical and chemical
features able to sustain long term production of agricultural crops.” (DOC, 2020c). This land has the soll
quality, growing season, and moisture supply needed to produce sustained high yields. As of 2012, the
total acreage of important farmland in the County is 76,142 acres, including 31,379 acres of prime
farmland (41 percent of County total). According the DOC FMMP, a total of 242 acres of important
farmland in the County was converted to other uses between the years 2010 and 2012 (DOC, 2012).

According to the 2019 Napa County Agricultural Crop Report, the total production value of agricultural
and livestock production for the County was approximately $943,552,800, with agricultural production and
livestock production accounting for $939,745,800 and $3,807,000, respectively (Napa County, 2019a).
The majority of the agriculture production value was from fruit and nut crops ($938,490,700) and floral
and nursery crops ($650,300). The remaining agriculture production in the County comes from field crops
and vegetable crops (Napa County, 2019a).

Project Site Setting

According to the FMMP, Napa, 2016 map, shown in Figure 3-2, the southeastern Project site parcels
(APNs 030-240-017 and 030-250-018), which are currently utilized as irrigation spray fields, are classified
as Prime Farmland. These parcels are located within unincorporated Napa County and are designated as
“AP” for Agricultural Preserve. According to the Napa County Conservation Division, this classification is
eligible for qualification under the Williamson Act (Napa County, 2020b) and both parcels are covered by
Williamson Act Contract #554/88A (Barrella, Don, 2020). The northwestern parcels which comprise the
development footprint (APNs 030-240-013 and 030-240-009) are classified as Urban and Built-Up Land
(DOC, 2020d).

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS
Questions A, D, and E

Would the project: Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use; Result in the loss of forest land or conversion
of forest land to non-forest use; Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?

No Impact. Construction of the MBR facility and associated upgrades would only occur in the
development footprint (northwestern parcels), which are not classified as Farmland of Statewide
Importance, as seen in Figure 3-2. The southeastern Project site parcels (APNs 030-240-017 and
030-250-018) would continue to be utilized for the disposal of treated wastewater via spray field irrigation
and would not be developed or converted to non-agricultural use. The Proposed Project would improve
the quality of effluent discharged at the WWTRP; this could have a beneficial impact on groundwater
quality as an irrigation source for surrounding agricultural uses. Additionally, the Project site does not
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contain forestry lands and would not result in the conversion of forest land to non-forest use. Therefore,
the Proposed Project would have no impacts on agricultural or forestry resources.

Questions B and C

Would the project: Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract; Confilict
with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code Section
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code Section 51104(g))?

No Impact. The northern portion of the Project site that encompasses the development footprint is
currently zoned by the City as Public & Quasi Public, and the southern portion of the Project site utilized
as sprayfields is designated by Napa County as Agricultural Preserve. Construction and operation of the
proposed WWTRP improvements within the development area would be consistent with the existing City
zoning designation and would not conflict with zoning for agricultural, forest, or timberland use. Although
the southeastern parcels of the Project site (APNs 030-240-017 and 030-250-018) are Williamson Act
contracted lands, no development would occur in these areas and there would be no alteration in
preexisting land use or zoning. Both parcels would continue to be utilized for the disposal of treated
effluent via spray field irrigation consistent with existing practices, which would not conflict with zoning for
agricultural, forest, or timberland use. Therefore, no impacts would occur.

Cumulative Impacts
No Impact. The Proposed Project would not result in the conversion of agriculture or forest land;
therefore, it would not contribute to cumulative impacts to agricultural resources.

Compliance with Federal Environmental Laws and Regulations

As discussed above, the southeastern parcels of the Project site are zoned for Agricultural Preserve
within unincorporated Napa County. Under the Proposed Project, these parcels would continue to be
utilized for the disposal of treated effluent via spray field irrigation consistent with existing practices, and
there would be no alteration of the current land use. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in
direct or indirect impacts to federally protected farmland. The Proposed Project would comply with all
federal regulations relating to agricultural resources, including the FPPA.

MITIGATION MEASURES

None required.
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3.4 AIR QUALITY
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

. Less Than
Potentially Sianificant With Less-Than- N
ignificant Wi o
AIR QUALITY Significant g o Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incorporated
Where available, the significance criteria
established by the applicable air quality
management district or air pollution control district
may be relied upon to make the following
determinations. Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
) P O X O O

applicable air quality plan?

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an O X O O
applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard?

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading
to odors) adversely affecting a substantial O O X O
number of people?

SETTING

Regulatory Context
Ambient Air Quality Standards

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), under the CAA establishes maximum ambient
concentrations for the six criteria air pollutants (CAP), known as the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS). The six CAPs are ozone (O3s), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), carbon
monoxide (CO), lead (Pb), and particulate matter 10 and 2.5 microns in size and smaller (PM10 and PM2s,
respectively).

Concentrations above these time-averaged limits are anticipated to cause adverse health effects to
sensitive receptors. The USEPA has established violation criteria for each CAP. For example, in order to
constitute a violation, the NAAQS for Oz must be exceeded on more than three days in three consecutive
years. On the other hand, if the NAAQS for CO is exceeded on more than one day in any given year, a
violation occurred.
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The California CAA (CCAA) establishes maximum concentrations for the six CAPs, as well as four
additional air pollutants in California (visibility reducing particles, sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl
chloride). These maximum concentrations for the State are known as the California Ambient Air Quality
Standards (CAAQS). Concentrations above these time-averaged limits are anticipated to cause adverse
health effects to sensitive receptors.

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) is part of the California EPA (CalEPA) and has jurisdiction
over local air districts and has established their own standards and violation criteria for each CAP under
the CAAQS. Refer to Table 3-1 for the standards and violation criteria for the various averaging times for
criteria pollutants of concern in the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) under the
NAAQS and CAAQS.

NAAQS and CAAQS Attainment Designations

As shown in Table 3-2, the San Francisco Air Basin (SFBAAB) has been designated “marginal”
nonattainment under the federal 8-hour Os standard. The SFBAAB has also been designated
nonattainment for eight- and one-hour O3, PM10, and PM2.s under the CAAQS. The SFBAAB either meets
the federal and California standards or is unclassifiable for all other CAPs.

TABLE 3-1. NATIONAL AND CALIFORNIA AMBIENT AIR
QUALITY STANDARDS AND VIOLATION CRITERIA

Standard
Standard . . . .
e (microgram per Violation Criteria
Pollutant | Averaging Time | (Parts per million) cubic meter)
CAAQS | NAAQS | CAAQS | NAAQS CAAQS NAAQS
1 hour 0.09 N/A 180 N/A If exceeded N/A
O3 If exceeded on
8 hours 0.070 0.070 137 137 N/A more than 3 days
in 3 years
If exceeded on
8 hours 9 9 10,000 10,000 If exceeded more than 1 day
per year
CcoO
If exceeded on
1 hour 20 35 23,000 40,000 If exceeded more than 1 day
per year
Annual arithmetic| ) 534 | ¢ 953 57 100 N/A If exceeded
NO> mean
1 hour 0.18 0.100 470 188 If exceeded N/A
Annual arithmetic| —\,» | g 039 N/A N/A N/A If exceeded
mean
If exceeded on
24 hours 0.04 0.14 105 N/A If exceeded more than 1 day
SO2 per year
1 hour (primary) 0.25 0.075 655 196 N/A N/A
3 hours If exceeded on
N/A 0.5 N/A N/A more than 1 day
(secondary)
per year
PMyp  [Annualanihmetic| N/A 20 N/A If exceeded If exceeded
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Standard Standard
illi (microgram per Violation Criteria
Pollutant | Averaging Time | (Parts per million) cubic meter)
CAAQS | NAAQS | CAAQS | NAAQS CAAQS NAAQS
If exceeded on
24 hours N/A N/A 50 150 If exceeded more than 1 day
per year
Annual arithmetic |\, A N/A 12 12 If exceeded If exceeded
mean (primary)
Annual arithmetic | N/A N/A 15 If exceeded If exceeded
PMz2s |mean (secondary)
If exceeded on
24 hours N/A N/A N/A 35 If exceeded more than 1 day
per year
If equaled or
o 30 day Average N/A N/A 1.5 N/A exceeded N/A
RO”X‘Q d-month | /A N/A N/A 0.15 N/A If exceeded
verage
Note: CAAQS = California Ambient Air Quality Standards
Source: California Air Resources Board, 2016.

Federal General Conformity

The General Conformity Rule of the federal CAA implements Section 176(c) of the CAA, and establishes
minimum thresholds for volatile organic compounds and nitrous oxides (NOXx; ozone precursors), PMo,
and other regulated constituents for non-attainment and maintenance areas.

Title 40 Part 93 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) was promulgated in order to determine
conformity of federal actions to the State Implementation Plan (SIP). A lead agency must make a
determination that a federal action conforms to the applicable SIP before the action is taken. A conformity
determination is required for each pollutant where a total of direct and indirect emissions in a
nonattainment or maintenance area caused by the federal action are greater than de minimis thresholds
as listed in CFR Section 93.153(b).

These thresholds provide simple and direct guidance for federal agencies to ensure that they comply with
an approved SIP. The general conformity rule includes a procedure for determining whether the rule is
applicable to the actions of a federal agency.

There are two phases to assessing the general conformity of a federal action:

= The Conformity Review process entailing a review of each analyzed alternative to assess
whether a full conformity determination is necessary; and

= The Conformity Determination process, which demonstrates how an action would conform to

the applicable SIP.

The first step compares emissions estimates for the project to the appropriate general conformity de
minimis threshold based on nonattainment type. If the emission estimates from step one are below the
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thresholds, then a general conformity determination is not necessary, step two is not required, and the
proposed project is considered to conform to the appropriate SIP.

TABLE 3-2. BAAQMD ATTAINMENT STATUS

Pollutant Averaging Time CAAQS NAAQS
Ozone (O3) 8 hour Nonattainment Nonattainment (marginal)
1 hour Nonattainment Not Applicable
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 8 hour Attainment Attainment
1 hour Attainment Attainment
Respirable Particulate Matter Annual Arithmetic
(PM10) Mean Nonattainment Unclassifiable/Attainment
24 Hour
. ) Annual Arithmetic
Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.s) Mean Nonattainment Nonattainment (moderate)
24 Hour
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 1 ho.ur . Attainment Unclassifiable/Attainment
Annual Arithmetic . .
Not Applicable Attainment
Mean
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 24 Hour Attainment Unclassifiable/Attainment
1 Hour Attainment Unclassifiable/Attainment
Lead (Pb) 30 Day Average Not Applicable Attainment
Calendar Quarter Not Applicable Attainment

Source: BAAQMD 2017c.

California State Implementation Plan

California's SIP is comprised of the State’s overall air quality attainment plans to meet the NAAQS, as
well as the individual air quality attainment plans of each Air Quality Management District (AQMD) and Air
Pollution Control District (APCD). The items included in the California SIP are listed in 40 CFR Chapter |,
Part 52, Subpart F §52.220. The California SIP is a compilation of new and previously submitted plans,
programs (such as monitoring, modeling, permitting, etc.), AQMD and APCD rules, State regulations, and
federal controls for each air basin and California's overall air quality.

Many of the items within the California SIP rely on the same control strategies, such as emissions
standards for cars and heavy trucks, fuel regulations, and limitations on emissions from consumer
products. AQMDs and APCDs, as well other agencies such as the Bureau of Automotive Repair, prepare
draft California SIP elements and submit them to CARB for review and approval. The CCAA identifies
CARB as the lead agency for compiling items for incorporation into the California SIP, and submitting the
items to the USEPA for approval.

Federal Class | Areas

Title 1, Part C of the CAA was established, in part, to preserve, protect, and enhance the air quality in
national parks, national wilderness areas, national monuments, national seashores, and other areas of
special national or regional natural, recreational, scenic, or historic value. The CAA designates all
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international parks, national wilderness areas, and memorial parks larger than 5,000 acres and national
parks larger than 6,000 acres as “Class | areas.”

Any major source of emissions within 100 kilometers (km) (62.1 miles) from a federal Class | area is
required to conduct a pre-construction review of air quality impacts on the area(s). The nearest federal
Class | area to the Project site is Point Reyes National Seashore, which is approximately 35 miles
southwest of the Project site.

Toxic Air Contaminants

In addition to the above-listed California CAPs, Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC) are another group of
pollutants regulated under the CCAA. TACs are less pervasive in the urban atmosphere than the CAPs,
but are linked to short-term (acute) or long-term (chronic or carcinogenic) adverse human health effects.
There are 244 chemicals listed by the State as TACs with varying degrees of toxicity.

Sources of TACs include industrial processes, commercial operations (e.g., gasoline stations and dry
cleaners), grading (asbestos), and diesel motor vehicle exhaust. Public exposure to TACs can result from
emissions from normal operations, as well as accidental releases. Health effects of TACs include cancer,
birth defects, neurological damage, and death.

Ambient air quality standards have not been set for TACs. Instead, these pollutants are typically regulated
through a technology-based approach for reducing TACs. This approach requires facilities to install
Maximum Achievable Control Technology on emission sources.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District 2017 Clean Air Plan

The 2017 Clean Air Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area (Bay Area) is prepared with the cooperation of
the BAAQMD, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, and the Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG). On April 19, 2017, the BAAQMD adopted the most recent revision to the Clean Air
Plan, the Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan (BAAQMD, 2017a). The Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan serves to:

= Update the most recent Bay Area ozone plan, the 2010 Clean Air Plan, pursuant to air quality
planning requirements defined in the California Health & Safety Code;

= Include all feasible measures to reduce emissions of 0zone precursors (reactive organic gas
[ROG] and NOx) and reduce transport of ozone and its precursors to neighboring air basins; and

= Build upon and enhance the BAAQMD'’s efforts to reduce emissions of fine particulate matter and
toxic air contaminants.

The Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan includes a wide range of proposed “control measures,” or actions to
reduce combustion-related activities, decrease fossil fuel combustion, improve energy efficiency, and
decrease emissions of potent greenhouse gases (GHG). Numerous measures reduce multiple pollutants
simultaneously: for example, Os, particulate matter, air toxics, and GHGs. Others focus on a single type of
pollutant, such as “super GHGs” — defined as those GHGs with very high global warming potential such
as methane — or are progressive actions to remove harmful particles in the air (BAAQMD, 2017a).
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BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines

On June 2, 2010, the BAAQMD Board of Directors unanimously adopted thresholds of significance to
assist in the review of projects under CEQA. These thresholds are designed to establish the level at
which the BAAQMD believed air pollution emissions would cause significant environmental impacts under
CEQA. The current BAAQMD CEQA guidelines were approved and adopted in May 2017. While the
BAAQMD is currently working on updating the CEQA Guidelines and thresholds of significance, no drafts
have been released and therefore the 2017 version of the guidelines are the most recent available. Refer
to Table 3-3 for a summary of BAAQMD Air Quality CEQA Thresholds.

TABLE 3-3. BAAQMD AIR QUALITY CEQA THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Pollutant Construction- Operations-Related
Related
R Average
Criteria Air Pollutants Dail;? Average Daily Emissions Maximum Annual
a"?RZreizl:'asl;’rs Emissions (Ib/day) Emissions (tpy)
g (Ib/day)
ROG 54 54 10
NOx 54 54 10
PM1o 82 (exhaust) 82 15
PMas 54 (exhaust) 54 10
Best
PM1o/PMz s (fugitive dust) Management None
Practices
Local CO None 9.0 ppm (8-hour average), 20.0 ppm (1-hour average)
Accidental Release of Storage or use of acutely hazardous materials locating near receptors or
Acutely Hazardous Air None new receptors locating near stored or used acutely hazardous materials
Pollutants*® considered significant
Odors None 5 confirmed complaints per year averaged over three years
Notes:

Ib/day = pounds per day
ppm = parts per million
tpy = tons per year
Source: BAAQMD, 2017b.

Environmental Setting

The City of St. Helena is located at the northern end of the SFBAAB, within the jurisdiction of the
BAAQMD. The Project site is located in the northcentral portion of the Napa Valley, between the
Mayacamas Mountains to the west and Howell Mountain to the east. These mountains are effective
barriers to the prevailing northwesterly winds with an average ridge line height of about 2,000 feet. Some
peaks approach 3,000 feet and over 4,000 feet in height. The Napa Valley is 31 miles long with the cities
of Napa and Calistoga defining its southern and northern ends, respectively (BAAQMD, 1998). Upvalley
wind frequently develops during warm summer afternoons drawing from air flowing through the San Pablo
Bay. Summer and fall prevailing winds can transport non-local and locally generated ozone precursors
northward where the valley narrows, thus trapping and concentrating the pollutants under stable
conditions. The local upslope and down slope flow setup by the surrounding mountains may also
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recirculate pollutants adding to the total burden. Also, the high frequency of light winds and associated
stable conditions during the late fall and winter, contributes to the buildup of particulates and carbon
monoxide from automobiles, agricultural burning, and fireplace burning (BAAQMD, 1998).

Sensitive Receptors

Schools, hospitals, and convalescent homes are considered to be relatively sensitive to poor air quality
because children, elderly people, and the infirm are more susceptible to respiratory distress and other air
quality related health problems. Residential areas are considered sensitive to poor air quality, because
people usually stay home for extended periods of time increasing the potential exposure to ambient air
quality. Recreational uses are also considered sensitive due to the greater exposure to ambient air quality
conditions because vigorous exercise associated with recreation places a high demand on the human
respiratory system.

The land surrounding the project alignments is primarily residential and agricultural land uses. The
nearest residence is located immediately southwest of the Project site, approximately 160 feet from the
WWTRP property boundary. St. Helena Montessori School is located approximately one mile northwest of
the Project site. There are no hospitals in the vicinity of the Proposed Project.

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS
Methodology

The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) was used to estimate emissions from all
construction-related sources.

CalEEMod provides default values when site-specific inputs are not available. The default values are
provided in Appendix B. The following site-specific inputs and assumptions were used for the purposes
of air quality modeling:

= Emissions from construction were calculated based on all construction related activities, including
but not limited to grading, use of construction equipment, material hauling, building, trenching,
and site preparation.

=  Construction would occur over a period of 12 months, starting April 2021 and ending April 2022.

= ltis estimated that 4 material haul trips per day would occur during the building phase of
construction.

=  Trenching would occur between January of 2022 and April of 2022 and would require the use of a
trencher.

= |tis conservatively estimated that 10 worker vehicle trips per day would occur during the grading
and site preparation phase of construction and 50 worker vehicle trips per day would occur during
the building phase of construction (this assumes all building would occur simultaneously). Six
worker trips would occur during the trenching phase of construction.

The results of the CalEEMod modeling are discussed below and output files are provided in Appendix B.
Resulting emission estimates are compared to applicable BAAQMD thresholds and federal general
conformity de minimis levels to evaluate the effects of construction activities on regional air quality.
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Questions A and B

Would the project: Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; Result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard;

Construction

Less than Significant with Mitigation. Emissions generated from grading and building construction
activities resulting from the Proposed Project would be short-term, intermittent, and temporary in nature.
Grading and construction activities associated with the Proposed Project would result in the generation of
ROG, NOx, and PM1o emissions. PM1o is generally the direct result of site grading, excavation, road
paving, and exhaust associated with construction equipment. PM1o emissions are largely dependent on
the amount of ground disturbance associated with site preparation activities. Emissions of NOx and ROG
are generally associated with employee vehicle trips, delivery of materials, and construction equipment
exhaust.

Table 3-4 shows emissions from construction activities and compares these to BAAQMD thresholds to
determine if the construction emissions of the Proposed Project would have a significant impact on
regional air quality. As shown in Table 3-4, the Proposed Project would be well below the BAAQMD
construction thresholds, and would not exceed the conformity de minimis levels.

The BAAQMD’s approach to analysis of construction-related particulate impacts is to emphasize
implementation of effective and comprehensive dust control measures rather than detailed quantification
of emissions. The BAAQMD considers construction-related fugitive dust impacts of projects to be less
than significant if a suite of recommended dust-control measures are implemented. Dust control
measures are required by the BAAQMD for compliance with their Clean Air Plan. The absence of dust
control measures during construction would conflict with the BAAQMD’s Clean Air Plan, which would be a
potentially significant impact. Therefore, BAAQMD-identified Best Management Practices (BMP) for
control of fugitive dust are included as Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2. With Mitigation Measures
AQ-1 and AQ-2, dust control measures and vehicle idling time reductions would be implemented and the
Proposed Project would not obstruct the implementation of an applicable air quality plan. Furthermore,
construction of the Proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
CAP for which the Proposed Project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or State ambient
air quality standard. Construction of the Proposed Project would not exceed the conformity de minimis
levels and would therefore not conflict with the California SIP. Therefore, construction of the Proposed
Project would have a less than significant impact on regional air quality.
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TABLE 3-4. CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

Pollutants of Concern
Year ROG | NOXx | PM1o PMz.5
2021 (Ib/day) 2.00 17.44 0.77 0.70
2022 (Ib/day) 1.82 12.61 0.59 0.57
| Highest Emission Year (Ib/day) 2.00 17.44 0.77 0.70
BAAQMD Thresholds (Ib/day) 54 54 82 54
Exceed BAAQMD Threshold No No No No
| Highest Emission Year (tons/yr) 0.17 1.45 0.07 0.06
Conformity de minimis Levels (tons/yr) 100 100 NA 100
Exceed Conformity de minimis Levels No No NA No
Source: Appendix B.

Operation

Less than Significant. The Proposed Project would not require the need for additional employees at the
WWTRP, therefore, there would be no increase in vehicle traffic emissions. The Proposed Project would
not increase the effective treatment capacity of the WWTRP. Therefore, operation of the Proposed
Project would not increase emissions of ROG, NOx, and PM1o, because the WWTRP operates
wastewater transport system on electricity. The Proposed Project would require installation of an
additional diesel-powered emergency generator to provide back-up power to the proposed facilities. It is
estimated that the emergency generator would be operated for no more than 30 hours per year for
maintenance and testing, based on industry standard recommendations. As shown in Table 3-5,
operation of the emergency generator would not exceed the BAAQMD operational thresholds, and would
not exceed the conformity de minimis levels. Therefore, operation of the Proposed Project would have a
less than significant impact on regional air quality.

TABLE 3-5. OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

Pollutants of Concern
Source ROG | NOx | PM1o PM;5
(tonslyr)

Emergency Generator 0.02 0.11 0.004 0.004
Total 0.02 0.11 0.004 0.004

BAAQMD Thresholds 10 10 15 10

Conformity de minimis Levels 100 100 NA 100

Exceed BAAQMD Threshold No No No No

Exceed Conformity de Mmnimis Levels No No NA No

Source: Appendix B.
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Question C

Would the project: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Less-than-Significant with Mitigation. Diesel particulate matter (DPM) is the main TAC of concern
during construction of the Proposed Project. Construction would include grading, paving, and building
activities. These activities utilize heavy equipment, which use diesel fuel and emit DPM. DPM emissions
during operation would also be emitted from diesel vehicles used by employees and deliveries.

The nearest sensitive receptors are residences located immediately west of where construction activities
would occur. DPM generally dissipates rapidly from its original concentration; however, due to the close
distance of the nearest sensitive receptor, construction of the Proposed Project has the potential to
expose sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of DPM. Mitigation Measure AQ-2 would
reduce DPM emissions from construction activities by limiting idling times for construction equipment.
Further, as discussed above, CAP emissions would be well below the applicable BAAQMD thresholds.
Therefore, with mitigation, construction and operation of the Proposed Project would not expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

Question D

Would the project: Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people?

Less than Significant Construction activities that have the potential to emit odors and similar emissions
include operation of diesel equipment, generation of fugitive dust, and paving (asphalt). Odors and similar
emissions from construction are intermittent and temporary, and are not anticipated to extend beyond the
construction area. Therefore, construction of the Proposed Project would not result in odors adversely
affecting a substantial number of people and impacts from odors would be less than significant.

As discussed above, operation of the Proposed Project would not increase the effective treatment
capacity of the WWTRP. As described in Section 2.4, the Proposed Project would continue to use ponds
for influent storage, however a coarse screening system would be installed upstream of the ponds to
provide initial filtration, reducing odor. With implementation of the Proposed Project, influent would be
stored in less ponds and for a shorter amount of time; therefore, odors associated with the WWTRP
would be reduced compared to current conditions. The Proposed Project would process the bulk of
wastewater in an enclosed MBR system, rather than the existing pond system, which would reduce odors
associated with the treatment process. Additionally, the proposed sludge dewatering and disposal system
would be an aerated and enclosed structure, designed to control odor. Therefore, operation of the
Proposed Project would not significantly increase odors compared to current operations or result in odors
adversely affecting a substantial number of people.

Cumulative Impacts

Less than Significant. Past, present, and future development projects contribute to a region’s air quality
conditions on a cumulative basis; therefore by its very nature, air pollution is largely a cumulative impact.
If a project’s individual emissions contribute toward exceedance of the NAAQS or the CAAQS, then the
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project’s cumulative impact on air quality would be significant. In developing attainment designations for
criteria pollutants, the USEPA considers the region’s past, present, and future emission levels.

AQMDs determine suitable significance thresholds based on an area’s designated nonattainment status.
These thresholds provide a tool by which the districts can achieve attainment for a particular criteria
pollutant that is designated as nonattainment. Therefore, the BAAQMD’s significance thresholds consider
the region’s past, present, and future emissions levels.

Implementation of the Proposed Project combined with future development within the project area could
lead to cumulative impacts to air quality. Construction of the Proposed Project would result in the
generation of criteria air pollutants that when combined with future growth within the project area could
lead to cumulative impacts to air quality. As discussed in detail above, emissions resulting from the
Proposed Project would not exceed the BAAQMD'’s thresholds or the conformity de minimis levels and
construction would be in conformance with the applicable SIP developed to address cumulative
emissions of criteria air pollutants in the SFBAAB. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have a
less-than-significant cumulative impact on local and regional air quality. Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and
AQ-2 would further reduce the Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative effects to air quality.

Compliance with Federal Environmental Laws and Regulations

As discussed above, the Proposed Project would not exceed the de minimis thresholds; therefore, no
conformity determination is required for this project. Due to the limited duration of construction activities,
the infrequent use of heavy equipment, and no significant increase in long-term operational activities, the
Proposed Project would not emit a significant amount of CAPs or hazardous air pollutants. Therefore, the
Proposed Project would not constitute a major source of CAP emissions. Because the Proposed Project
would not be a major source of CAP emissions, project emissions would not impact federal Class | areas.
The Proposed Project would not exceed the USEPA'’s general conformity de minimis threshold or hinder
the attainment of air quality objectives in the local air basin. The Proposed Project would comply with all
federal regulations relating to air quality, including the CAA.

MITIGATION MEASURES
AQ-1
The following BMPs shall be implemented during construction.
a. All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded areas, and unpaved
access roads) shall be watered two times per day.
b. All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off-site shall be covered.

c. All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed using wet power
vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power sweeping is prohibited.

d. All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 miles per hour (mph).

e. All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be completed as soon as possible.
Building pads shall be installed as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders
are used.
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f. A publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact at the lead agency
regarding dust complaints shall be posted. This person shall respond and take corrective action
within 48 hours. The Air District's phone number shall also be visible to ensure compliance with
applicable regulations.

AQ-2

The following BMPs shall be implemented during construction.

a. Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the
maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California airborne toxics control measure
Title 13, Section 2485 of CCR). Clear signage shall be provided for construction workers at all
access points.

b. All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with
manufacturer‘s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified visible emissions
evaluator.
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3.5 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Information in this section is summarized from the Biological Resources Assessment (BRA), dated August

2020 (Appendix C).

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-
Than-
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat
or other sensitive natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors,
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance?

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?
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SETTING

Regulatory Context
Wetlands and Waters

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has primary federal responsibility for administering
regulations that concern waters of the U.S. (including wetlands), under Section 404 of the CWA. Section
404 of the CWA regulates the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S. The USACE
requires that a permit be obtained if a project proposes the placement of structures within, over, or under
navigable waters and/or discharging dredged or fill material into waters below the ordinary high water
mark. The USACE has established a series of nationwide permits that authorize certain activities in
waters of the U.S.

Projects impacting waters of the state that require a CWA Section 404 permit additionally require a CWA
Section 401 Water Quality Certification Permit. A Section 401 Water Quality Certification Permit is
required in order to comply with CWA Sections 301, 302, 303, 306, and 307. Authority to issue a Section
401 permit has been delegated by the USEPA to the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).
Under the CWA, beneficial uses lost from impacts due to a project must be replaced by a mitigation
project of at least equal function, value, and area.

Projects that impact waters of the state that do not meet the definition of waters of the U.S. require a
Waste Discharge Requirement Permit from the RWQCB. Waste Discharge Requirements Permits are
required pursuant to California Water Code Section 13260 for any persons discharging or proposing to
discharge waste, including dredge or fill, that could affect the quality of the waters of the state. The
RWQCB addresses both the federal and State requirements in the issuance of a discharge permit.

Federal Endangered Species Act

The U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the National Marine Fisheries Service implement the
FESA of 1973 (16 USC § 1531 et seq.). Under FESA, threatened and endangered species on the federal
list (50 CFR Subsection 17.11, 17.12) are protected from “take” (i.e., activities that harass, harm, pursue,
hunt, shoot, wound, kKill, trap, capture, or collect) as well as any attempt to engage in any such conduct,
unless a Section 10 Permit is granted to an individual or a Section 7 consultation and a Biological Opinion
with incidental take provisions are rendered from the lead federal agency.

Pursuant to the requirements of the FESA, an agency reviewing a Proposed Project within its jurisdiction
must determine whether any federally listed species may be present within a Project site and vicinity and
whether the Proposed Project will have a potentially significant impact upon such species. Under the
FESA, habitat loss is considered to be an impact to a species. The agency is required to determine
whether the project is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a species listed or proposed to be
listed under the FESA or result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat proposed to be
designated for such species (16 USC § 1536[3], [4]). Therefore, project-related impacts to these species,
or their habitats, would be considered significant and require mitigation.

Under the FESA, critical habitat may be designated by the Secretary of the Interior for any listed species.
The term "critical habitat" for a threatened or endangered species refers to specific areas within the
geographical range of the species at the time it is listed that contain suitable habitat for the species, which
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may require special management considerations or protection. Critical habitat may also include areas
outside the geographical range of the species at the time it is listed that contain suitable habitat for the
species and is determined to be essential for the conservation of the species.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

Most bird species, especially those that are breeding, migrating, or of limited distribution, are protected
under federal and/or State regulations. Under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (16 USC Subsection
703-712), migratory bird species, their nests, and their eggs are protected from injury, death, or project-
related disturbances during the nesting cycle. As such, project-related disturbances must be reduced or
eliminated during the nesting cycle.

California Fish and Game Code Sections 1600-1616

California Fish and Game Code §§ 1600-1616 regulate impacts to State waters and stream and lake
beds. Section 1602 requires notification before beginning any activity that may obstruct or divert the
natural flow of a river, stream, or lake; change or use any material from the bed, channel, or bank of a
river, stream, or lake; or deposit or dispose of debris, waste, or other material containing crumbled, flaked,
or ground pavement where it can pass into a river, stream, or lake. California Fish and Game Code §
1602 applies to all perennial, intermittent, and ephemeral rivers, streams, and lakes in the State.

California Endangered Species Act

The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) prohibits the take of State-listed threatened and
endangered species. Under CESA, state agencies are required to consult with the California Department
of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) when preparing CEQA documents. Under CESA, the CDFW is responsible
for maintaining a list of rare, threatened, and endangered species designated under state law (California
Fish and Game Code §§ 2070-2079). Project-Related impacts to species listed or proposed for listing on
the CESA’s rare, threatened, and endangered list would be considered significant and require mitigation.
The CDFW can authorize take if an incidental take permit is issued by the Secretary of the Interior of
Commerce in compliance with the FESA, or if the director of the CDFW issues a permit under Section
2080 in those cases where it is demonstrated that the impacts are minimized and mitigated.

City of St Helena General Plan Update (2040)

The City of St Helena General Plan (General Plan) seeks to conserve and manage significant fish, wildlife
and vegetation resources in addition to preserving soil health and surface and groundwater resource
quality.

The following General Plan guiding and implementation policies associated with biological resources are
applicable to the Proposed Project.
Guiding Policies

0S1.1 Preserve and enhance St. Helena’s riparian corridors for their value in providing wildlife habitat,
biodiversity, natural drainage, and visual amenity.

0S1.2 Prohibit development, alteration, and/or removal of native vegetation from riparian areas. Disallow
invasive species that degrade habitat quality
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0S1.3 Protect and enhance contiguous corridors of riparian vegetation along the Napa River and its
tributaries in order to support regional wildlife movement and enhance aquatic habitat.

0S1.4 Protect natural habitats that have the potential to support rare, endangered, or special-status
wildlife and plant species. Control invasive species that degrade habitat quality.

0S1.6 Manage invasive species that degrade habitat quality, especially along the Napa River and its
tributaries

0S3.1 Promote stormwater management techniques that minimize surface water runoff in public and
private developments. Utilize low impact development techniques to best manage stormwater
through conservation, on-site filtration and water recycling, and ensure compliance with the
NPDES permit.

0S3.2 Reduce stormwater runoff in developed areas to protect water quality in creeks. Incorporate
sustainable low impact design features in the design of infrastructure.

Environmental Setting

Special-Status Species

For the purposes of this assessment, special-status has been defined to include those species that are:

= Listed as endangered or threatened under the FESA (or formally proposed for, or candidates for,
listing);

= Listed as endangered or threatened under the CESA (or proposed for listing);
= Designated as endangered or rare, pursuant to California Fish and Game Code (§ 1901);

= Designated as fully protected, pursuant to California Fish and Game Code (§ 3511, § 4700, or §
5050);

= Designated as species of concern by the CDFW (CEQA Guidelines § 15380); or,

= Defined as rare or endangered under CEQA.

Methodology

A biological resources survey was conducted on the Project site on July 21, 2020. Survey goals consisted
of identifying habitat types, sensitive habitats, wetlands and waters of the U.S., and special-status
species. The survey was conducted by walking transects throughout the entirety of the Project site.
Binoculars were used to assist in surveying efforts, such as identifying birds in flight. Additional focus was
applied to the development footprint, as labeled on Figure 3-3, where work will commence, as well as
sensitive habitat areas such as the riparian corridor. Sensitive habitats include those that are designated
as sensitive by CDFW, considered by local experts to be communities of limited distribution, or likely to be
waters of the U.S. or State by the appropriate regulatory agencies. Data was collected via a Trimble Geo
XH hand-held GPS receiver. Habitat requirements of special-status species were compared to habitats
on the Project site.

Prior to conducting the survey, biological information was obtained from the following sources:

= Aerial photographs of the Project site and surrounding area;

November 2020 3-30 City of St. Helena WWTRP Phase | Upgrades Project
Initial Study



3 Environmental Analysis (Checklist)

= USFWS Information for Planning and Conservation (IPaC) list of species listed or proposed for
listing under FESA that occur in the vicinity of the Project site, updated July 10, 2020 (Attachment
A of Appendix C);

= California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) list of species that have been observed in the
vicinity of the Project site, updated July 10, 2020 (Attachment A of Appendix C);

= California Native Plant Society (CNPS) list of plants that have been observed in the vicinity of the
Project site, updated July 10, 2020 (Attachment A of Appendix C);

= USFWS National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) map of wetland features, updated May 1, 2020
(USFWS, 2020); and

= NRCS custom soils report, updated July 10, 2020 (Attachment B of Appendix C).

Standard references used for the biology and taxonomy of plants include: Abrams (1951, 1960), CNPS
(2014), CDFW (2009, 2014), Hickman, ed. (1993), Mason (1957), Munz (1959), and Sawyer and Keeler-
Wolf (2009). Standard references used for the biology and taxonomy of wildlife include CDFW (2005),
Cornell Lab of Ornithology (2005), Ehrlich et al. (1988), Jennings and Hayes (1994), Peterson (1990),
Sibley (2003), and Stebbins (2003).

Habitats

The Project site is composed of the following terrestrial habitat types: ruderal/developed; riparian;
redwood stand, and annual grassland. Aquatic habitats within the Project site consist of the six manmade
water treatment basins and a stock pond for vector control mosquito fish. Habitat types are shown in
Figure 3-3 and are discussed in more detail in the BRA included as Appendix C. The Napa River flows
in a northwest to southeast direction, adjacent to the northeastern Project site boundary. The NWI
classifies the Napa River as palustrine, forested, shrub-scrub, and seasonally flooded.

The California Invasive Plant Council (Cal-IPC) is an organization that lists known invasive plants
throughout California and designates each species with a rating of “high,” “moderate,” or “limited” based
on an invasive plant’s prevalence and ability to spread (Cal-IPC, 2017). Five “moderate” species and six
“limited” species were identified on the Project site.

Floodplain

Portions of the Project site occur within the regulatory floodway of the Napa River, as well as the 100-year
floodplain (floodzone AE; defined as 1-percent-annual-chance flood hazard), and the 500-year floodplain
(flood zone X; defined as 0.2-percent-annual-chance flood hazard) (FEMA, 2020) (refer to Section 3.11,
Figure 3-6). A “Regulatory Floodway” is defined by FEMA as the channel of a river or other watercourse
and the adjacent land areas that must be reserved in order to discharge the base flood without
cumulatively increasing the water surface elevation more than a designated height (FEMA, 2019).
Communities must regulate development in these floodways to ensure that there are no increases in
upstream flood elevations (FEMA, 2019).
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Special-Status Species

The BRA, included as Appendix C, summarizes the regionally occurring special-status species identified
in the USFWS, CNPS, and the CNDDB lists (Table 1 of Appendix C) and provides an analysis of the
potential for these species to occur within the Project site based on the presence or absence of suitable
habitat.

Data review and special-status species searches list 20 special-status plant species and 17 special-status
wildlife species with the potential to occur in the region of the Project site (Attachment A of Appendix C).
The name, regulatory status, distribution, habitat requirements, period of identification, and potential to
occur on the Project site for each species are listed in Table 1 of Appendix C.

Based on the site-specific habitats and special-status species habitat requirements for each species that
may occur within the vicinity of the Project site, as shown in Table 1 of Appendix C, the Project site
contains suitable habitat to potentially support two special-status plant species (Baker’s navarretia and
Napa bluecurls) and two special-status animal species (Swainson’s hawk and purple martin). Regionally
occurring species with no potential to occur on the Project site were ruled out based on lack of suitable
habitat, soils, elevation, necessary substrate, and negative results during the survey if it coincided with
the identifiable bloom period for plant species. Special-Status species were not observed during the
survey.

Critical and Essential Fish Habitat

No designated Critical Habitat occurs on the Project site (Attachment A of Appendix C). However, the
adjacent Napa River is designated Critical Habitat for a distinct population segment of the Central
California Coast steelhead (NOAA, 2016). It is also Essential Fish Habitat for coho and chinook salmon
(NOAA, 2016).

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS
Question A

Would the project: Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

Special-Status Species and Critical and Essential Fish Habitat

Less than Significant with Mitigation. The development footprint associated with potential impacts to
biological resources consists of ruderal/developed habitat and manmade water treatment basins
(Appendix C). These habitats are highly disturbed, and do not provide suitable habitat to support
special-status plant or animal species.

The adjacent off-site Napa River is designated Critical Habitat for steelhead (NOAA, 2016), Essential Fish
Habitat for coho and chinook salmon (NOAA, 2016), and provides suitable habitat for California
red-legged frog and foothill yellow-legged frog. Additionally, the riparian habitat in this area may provide
suitable habitat for the special-status Swainson’s hawk and purple martin. The Proposed Project would
not result in direct impacts to the Napa River, and the existing Napa River outfall would not be altered.
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The Proposed Project would not increase the quantity of water discharged and would increase the quality
of treated water discharged into the Napa River compared to existing discharge. While operation of the
Proposed Project would not adversely impact the Napa River, construction of the Proposed Project may
result in impaired runoff or accidental release of harmful chemicals. The potential discharge of impaired
runoff during construction activities into the Napa River could degrade the quality of this habitat and
generate a significant impact to special-status fish and wildlife species that rely on this habitat. Mitigation
Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-3 in Section 3.10.4 include proper handling requirements for hazardous
materials, development of an accidental spill prevention and response plan, and a 100-foot construction
equipment staging buffer from the river. Additionally, Mitigation Measure HYD-1 identified in Section
3.11.4 requires compliance with the appropriate NPDES General Permit, and implementation of a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prior to ground disturbance. The SWPPP would require
BMPs and installation of protective measures to ensure that water leaving the Project site does not
exceed water quality thresholds. Implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 through HAZ-3, and
HYD-1 would protect water quality in the Napa River by minimizing the risk of hazardous materials spills
and preventing runoff of impaired water offsite. There would be a less-than-significant impact with
mitigation.

Nesting Migratory Birds

Less than Significant with Mitigation. Birds and their nests are protected from “take” by the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act (16 USC §§ 703-711) as well as California Fish and Game Code. The Audubon Society
has designated 145 sites as “Important Bird Areas” within California to protect biologically diverse areas
that support sensitive bird populations, and the Western Shorebird Reserve Network (WSHRN) has
mapped Critical Habitats for preserving the ecological integrity of shorebirds throughout the country. The
development footprint is outside the Audubon Society’s designated Important Bird Areas and WSHRN
designated Critical Habitats (Audubon Society, 2020; WSHRN, 2020).

Suitable habitat for nesting migratory birds and raptors, including Swainson’s hawk and purple martin,
occurs within the riparian habitat and 500 feet of the development footprint. Nesting migratory birds and
raptors could be affected if vegetation removal or loud noise-producing activities associated with
construction commence during the general nesting season (February 15 through September 15).
Disturbance of an active nest would constitute a significant impact. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 requires a
pre-construction nesting bird survey to identify active nests should construction commence during the
general nesting season. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would require a disturbance-free construction buffer
around active nests. This would reduce potential impacts to nesting birds to a less-than-significant level.

Question B

Would the project: Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Less than Significant with Mitigation. The development footprint consists of ruderal/developed habitat
and manmade basins. Habitats within the development footprint are not considered sensitive. Therefore,
the Proposed Project would not result in direct impacts to sensitive habitats. As stated above, the
adjacent riparian habitat and the Napa River have the potential to be impacted during construction
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through accidental release of harmful chemicals, or runoff of impaired water offsite. These habitats are
considered sensitive, and indirect impacts would be considered significant. Implementation of Mitigation
Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-3, and HYD-1 would protect off-site habitat by minimizing the risk of
hazardous materials spills and preventing runoff of impaired water off-site. There would be a
less-than-significant impact with mitigation.

Additionally, no highly invasive plants catalogued by Cal-IPC were observed on the Project site, and the
Proposed Project does not include activities that would spread or introduce invasive pants on the Project
site.

With implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-3, and HYD-1, the Proposed Project
would not adversely affect riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities.

Question C

Would the project: Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including,
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

Less than Significant with Mitigation. The development footprint consists of ruderal/developed habitat
and the manmade basins, and does not contain federally protected wetlands. However, the Napa River
flows off-site of the Project site adjacent to the northeastern boundary, and is classified by the NWI as
palustrine, forested, shrub-scrub, and seasonally flooded. As stated under Question A, the adjacent
riparian habitat and the Napa River have the potential to be indirectly impacted during construction
through accidental release of harmful chemicals, or runoff of impaired water offsite. The Napa River is
considered a water of the U.S., and supporting riparian vegetation may also be considered jurisdictional
habitat. Impacts to the Napa River and associated riparian habitat would be potentially significant. As
discussed above, implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-3, and HYD-1 would
protect off-site habitat by minimizing the risk of hazardous materials spills and preventing runoff of
impaired water off-site. There would be a less-than-significant impact with mitigation.

Question D

Would the project: Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

Less-than-significant. The development footprint consists of ruderal/developed habitat and the
manmade basins. Habitats within the development footprint provide low quality habitat to wildlife due to
disturbance and development. Undeveloped, high quality habitat would not be impacted, and habitat
fragmentation would not occur due to the Proposed Project. Native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species, established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, and native wildlife nursery sites would
not be significantly affected. This would be a less-than-significant impact.

Question E

Would the project: Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a
tree preservation policy or ordinance?
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Less than Significant with Mitigation. The City of St. Helena General Plan has policies in place for the
protection of natural resources and habitats. Policies facilitate the preservation of habitat for fish and
wildlife, the Napa River and its tributaries, riparian areas, wetlands, migratory corridors, and open space.
While the Proposed Project would not directly impact these habitats, construction of the Proposed Project
has the potential to indirectly impact adjacent riparian habitat as well as the Napa River, as discussed
under Question A. Activities that would impact the quality and amount of these habitats would be in
conflict with the General Plan and would constitute a significant impact. Mitigation Measures HAZ-1
through HAZ-3, and HYD-1 would minimize impacts to biological resources identified as priorities for
protection within the General Plan, thus ensuring that the Proposed Project would not conflict with local
policies or ordinances. There would be a less-than-significant impact following implementation of
mitigation.

Question F

Would the project: Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

No Impact. No habitat conservation plans, natural community conservation plans or similar plans apply to
the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project would not result in impacts to any adopted habitat
conservation plans or natural community conservation plans. There would be no impact.

Cumulative Impacts

Less than Significant with Mitigation. The context for determining cumulative impacts considers past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the Proposed Project. Past development in
the vicinity of the Project site is largely agricultural, with supporting infrastructure and residences. Denser
residential development with associated industrial and commercial development also occur within the
region. Future development is guided by the County General Plan and City General Plan. These guiding
documents largely anticipate and promote preservation of existing agricultural lands beyond the City
boundary, and infill residential development within City limits. Preservation of existing land uses would not
generate impacts to biological resources, and urban infill typically impacts areas that have little value to
biological resources.

Construction of the Proposed Project would not contribute to a loss of regional sensitive habitats of
jurisdictional habitats, as no sensitive habitats or jurisdictional habitats would be converted as part of the
Proposed Project.

Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-3, and HYD-1 would prevent indirect impacts to riparian
habitat and the Napa River, therefore avoiding the Proposed Project’s potential to impact these habitats
and the special-status species that have the potential to occur. The Proposed Project would therefore not
contribute to cumulative projects impacting these resources.

Similarly, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would avoid the Proposed Project’s potential to impact nesting
birds, this eliminating the Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulatively considered projects that may
result in disturbance to nesting birds.
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Overall, the Proposed Project would not contribute a significant level of cumulative, direct, or indirect
impacts to sensitive habitats, special-status species and their habitat, or migratory birds. Additionally, the
Proposed Project would not conflict with local plans or policies protecting biological resources. Other
cumulatively considerable projects would be required to implement measures to project biological
resources consistent with federal, state, and local policies. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s contribution
to cumulative regional impacts associated with biological resources would be less than significant with
implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-3, HYD-1, and BIO-1.

Compliance with Federal Environmental Laws and Regulations

Construction activities would be limited to previously developed and disturbed areas. As discussed
above, the development footprint lacks suitable habitat for special-status species and does not contain
Critical Habitat or Essential Fish Habitat. Take of special-status species would therefore not occur.
Through impact avoidance measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-3, and HYD-1, the Proposed Project would not
result in degradation of the adjacent Napa River, which is designated as both Critical Habitat and
Essential Fish Habitat. Additionally, federally protected migratory birds and raptors would not be impacted
with implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1. The Proposed Project is not likely to adversely affect
federally listed species. Because the Proposed Project is not likely to adversely affect federally listed
species and would not alter Critical Habitat or Essential Fish Habitat, consultation under Section 7 of the
FESA is not necessary.

Additionally, federally protected wetlands and waters of the U.S. would not be impacted by the Proposed
Project, and therefore permitting in accordance with the CWA is not necessary. The Proposed Project
would comply with federal regulations relating to biological resources.

MITIGATION MEASURES
BIO-1

The following measures shall be implemented to avoid or minimize adverse impacts to nest sites for
migratory birds and other birds of prey during construction activities associated with the Proposed Project:

= If construction activities (e.g., building, grading, ground disturbance, removal of vegetation) are
scheduled to occur during the general nesting season (February 15-September 15), a
pre-construction nesting bird survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist throughout
accessible areas of suitable habitat within 500 feet of proposed construction activity. The survey
shall occur no more than 7 days prior to the scheduled onset of construction. If construction is
delayed or halted for more than 7 days, another pre-construction survey for nesting bird species
shall be conducted. If no nesting birds are detected during the pre-construction survey, no
additional surveys or mitigation measures are required.

= If nesting bird species are observed within 500 feet of construction areas during the survey,
appropriate “no construction” buffers shall be established. The size and scale of nesting bird
buffers shall be determined by a qualified biologist and shall be dependent upon the species
observed and the location of the nest. Buffers shall be established around active nest locations.
The nesting bird buffers shall be completely avoided during construction activities. The buffers
may be removed when the qualified wildlife biologist confirms that the nest(s) is/are no longer
occupied and all birds have fledged.

November 2020 3-37 City of St. Helena WWTRP Phase | Upgrades Project
Initial Study



3 Environmental Analysis (Checklist)

3.6 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Information in this section is summarized from a Historic Property Identification Report prepared for the
Proposed Project (Appendix D). The Historic Property Identification Report is being used for consultation
between the USEPA and the State Historic Preservation Officer pursuant to the requirements of Section
106 of the NHPA,; refer to Section 1.0 of this IS for a discussion of federal requirements related to the
Water and Waste Disposal Loan and Grant Program funded by the USDA). The Area of Potential Effects
(APE) analyzed in the Historic Resources Survey is congruent with the Development Footprint shown in
Figure 2-3, and encompasses all areas of ground disturbance related to the Proposed Project, including
equipment and materials staging areas.

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
. Less Than
Potentially Sianificant With Less-Than- N
ignificant Wi o
CULTURAL RESOURCES Significant g o Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incorporated
Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical resource ] O O X
pursuant to § 15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of an archaeological | X | |
resource pursuant to § 15064.5?
c) Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of dedicated | X | |
cemeteries?
SETTING

Cultural Context
Prehistoric Setting

Fredrickson (1973) proposed a sequence of cultural manifestations or patterns for the central districts of
the North Coast Ranges of California, placing them in a framework of cultural periods he believed were
applicable to California as a whole. It is generally recognized that Native American occupation of the
Napa region began at least 5,000 years ago. The following is a summary of these temporal periods with
descriptions of the associated cultural patterns.

The Paleo-Indian Period (10,000 B.C. to 6000 B.C.) saw the first demonstrated entry and spread of
humans into California with most known sites situated along lakeshores. A developed milling tool
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technology may have been present at this time. Characteristic artifacts noted in the lithic assemblages
include fluted projectile points and flaked crescents.

During the Lower Archaic Period (6000 B.C. to 3000 B.C.), subsistence appears to have been focused
more on plant foods. The earliest Lower Archaic archaeological assemblages identified in the Napa
Valley represent a late component of the Borax Lake Pattern. Artifacts include stylistically unique obsidian
drills, keeled obsidian tools, concave based projectile points, thick lanceolate projectile points, milling
slabs, and handstones.

In the Middle Archaic Period (3000 B.C. to 1000 B.C.), economic systems were more diversified and likely
included acorn processing. Hunting remained important but reliance on plant foods dominated the
subsistence system. Sedentism was fully developed and there was growth in population and a general
expansion in land use. Artifacts include the bowl mortar and pestle and the continued use of large
projectile points.

A marked expansion of sociopolitical complexity is found in the Upper Archaic Period (1000 B.C. to A.D.
500), with the development of status distinctions based on material wealth. Shell beads gained in
significance as possible indicators of personal status and as important trade items.

The Emergent Period (A.D. 500 to 1800) is distinguished by the advent of several technological and
social changes. The bow and arrow were introduced and territorial boundaries between groups became
well established. The clamshell disk bead became a monetary unit of exchange and increasing quantities
of goods were transported over greater distances. The mortar and pestle were the predominant milling
implements and small arrow points replaced the larger projectile point forms. At the end of this period,
extensive contact with Euro-Americans resulted in the rapid loss of traditional lifeways.

Ethnography

The Project site lies in ethnographic territory associated with the Southern Wappo Indians. The Southern
Wappo are members of the Yuki linguistic family, with territory extending south through the Napa Valley,
north to Middletown, and west to Lytton, as well as the Mount Konocti area. The Wappo language
included five dialects distributed across two maijor territorial divisions (Sawyer, 1978). The smaller area
included lands on the southern edge of Clear Lake; the larger ranged from just north of Napa and
Sonoma up to Cloverdale and Middletown. The Wappo were known to readily adopt words from other
languages spoken in their vicinity and gave at least one village a name which is still in use, cho*néma,
meaning “abandoned camp” (Sawyer, 1978). Seasonal travel to Clear Lake, the Russian River, the
Pacific coast, and Napa Glass Mountain was common.

The Wappo lived in villages usually located on a creek or other water source. Villages included one or two
sweathouses as well as houses of varying size. Village chiefs may have been elected or appointed based
on the organization of the individual village. Some villages even had multiple chiefs, each with different
spheres of influence (Sawyer, 1978).

The Wappo were generally considered to be a relatively peaceful group, culturally influenced by the
groups surrounding them. Some were drafted for labor; others went to the Sonoma Mission between
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1823 and 1834. By 1850, it was estimated that no more than 500 were left in the Napa Valley. In the 1910
census of the area, 73 individuals claimed Wappo membership.

History

Spanish occupation of what became California began in 1769 with the establishment of the Mission San
Diego de Alcala and the San Diego Presidio. Ultimately, a total of 21 Franciscan missions were
established, the last and most northerly being the Mission San Francisco Solano de Sonoma, founded in
southern Sonoma County in 1823. While Spanish colonization was confined to the coastal and San
Francisco Bay areas, there was interest in establishing control in the interior, and several expeditions
were mounted to extend the Spanish sphere of influence (Hoover et al., 2002). In 1848, the Treaty of
Guadalupe Hidalgo ended the Mexican-American War and ceded vast lands of the Southwest, including
California, to the United States. With the discovery of gold that same year, a flood of prospectors
descended on the gold fields, and California quickly became a state in 1850. While thousands came to
California seeking prosperity directly through gold, most ended up finding their fortunes other ways,
including viticulture in the Napa Valley.

Record Search

A records search was conducted at the Northwest Information Center (NWIC) of the California Historical
Resources Information System by NWIC staff, on July 15, 2020 (NWIC File No.: 20-0043). The NWIC, an
affiliate of the State of California Office of Historic Preservation, is the official state repository of
archaeological and historic records and reports for a 15-county area that includes Napa County, and is
housed at Sonoma State University. Additional research was conducted using the files and literature
maintained at Analytical Environmental Services (AES).

The records search revealed that four prehistoric cultural resources (two lithic scatters and two disturbed
midden sites) have been recorded within the spray fields associated with the WWTRP, however none are
located in areas that will be affected by the Proposed Project. Another 19 cultural resources, a
combination of prehistoric and historic resources, have been recorded within a 0.5-mile radius of the
Proposed Project. (Appendix D).

Native American Heritage Consultation

On July 7, 2020, the State of California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was asked to
review the Sacred Lands file for information concerning significant Native American cultural resources
within the Development Footprint. On July 8, 2020, the NAHC responded stating that their search was
positive and provided a list of individuals and groups for further consultation. Letters to these individuals
and groups were sent on July 9, 2020 and follow up phone calls were placed on July 22, 2020. The only
response received to date was a letter dated July 20, 2020 from Yocha Dehe stating that the Proposed
Project is not within the aboriginal territories of the Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation.

Field Survey

On July 21, 2020, Charlane Gross, M.A., RPA, conducted a pedestrian survey of the Development
Footprint. The survey used transects spaced no more than 10 meters apart and examined the entire
Development Footprint, with closer transects in the proximity of the Napa River. The storage laydown
area where the MBR system and associated upgrades is proposed to be located, consists of a graveled
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parking area with storage containers, cars, brush, weeds, and trees around the edges. Changes to
WWTRP ponds would be located within artificial raised berms surrounding the ponds. Ground surface
visibility approached 100 percent in all surveyed areas, but all elements of the Proposed Project would be
located in disturbed areas. Four obsidian flakes were found in a narrow (circa 2 meters wide by 15 meters
long) corridor between the base of the northern-most WWTRP pond and a row of decorative oleander
bushes. Because of the large-scale disturbance represented by pond/berm construction and planting the
oleanders, it is presumed that the flakes do not represent an intact, in situ cultural resource. They may be
a surface manifestation of a buried resource, but there are no ground-disturbing activities associated with
the Proposed Project that would affect that location.

Ms. Gross also surveyed the area surrounding the closest of the archaeological sites to ensure that it did
not encroach upon Proposed Project construction. That site, lithic scatter CA-NAP-356, is one of the
disturbed midden sites located on the west bank of the Napa River adjacent to the spray fields and
appears to be a minimum of 40 meters from any of the disturbances associated with the Proposed
Project. No other prehistoric or historic-period cultural resources were identified as a result of the field
survey (Appendix D).

Regulatory Context
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act

Section 106 of the NHPA, as amended, and its implementing regulations found at 36 CFR Part 800,
require federal agencies to identify cultural resources that may be affected by actions involving federal
lands, funds, or permitting actions. The City is applying for federal grant funding for the Proposed Project
through the Waste Disposal Loan and Grant Program, which is funded by the USDA, therefore, the
Proposed Project is subject to Section 106 review.

The significance of the resources must be evaluated using established criteria outlined at 36 CFR 60.4,
as described below. If a resource is determined to be a historic property, Section 106 of the NHPA
requires that effects of the undertaking on the resource be determined. A historic property is:

...any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure or object included in,
or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places, including
artifacts, records, and material remains related to such a property...(NHPA Sec.
301[35])

Section 106 of the NHPA prescribes specific criteria for determining whether an undertaking would
adversely affect an historic property, as defined in 36 CFR 800.5. An impact is significant when the
following occurs to prehistoric or historic archaeological sites, structures, or objects that are National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) listed, or eligible for NRHP listing:

= physical destruction or damage to all or part of the property;

= alteration of a property;

= removal of the property from its historic location;

= change of the character of the property’s use or of physical features within the property’s setting
that contribute to its historic significance;
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= introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the integrity of the property’s
significant historic features; and

= neglect of a property that causes its deterioration; and the transfer, lease, or sale of the property.

If it is determined that a historic property will be adversely affected by implementation of a proposed
action, prudent and feasible measures to avoid or reduce adverse impacts must be taken. The State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) must be provided an opportunity to review and comment on these
measures prior to implementation of the proposed action.

National Register of Historic Places

The eligibility of a resource for listing in the NRHP is determined by evaluating the resource using criteria
defined in 36 CFR 60.4 as follows:

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, and
culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects of state and
local importance that possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, association, and:

A. That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the
broad patterns of our history;

That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;

C. That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic
values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components
may lack individual distinction; or

D. That has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important to prehistory or
history.

Sites younger than 50 years, unless of exceptional importance, are not eligible for listing in the NRHP. In
addition to meeting at least one of the criteria outlined above, the property must also retain enough
integrity to enable it to convey its historic significance. The National Register recognizes seven aspects or
qualities that, in various combinations, define integrity (National Park Service, 1990). These seven
elements of integrity are location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. To
retain integrity a property will always possess several, and usually most, of these aspects.

While most historic buildings and many historic archaeological properties are significant because of their
association with important events, people, or styles (Criteria A, B, and C), the significance of most
prehistoric and historic-period archaeological properties is usually assessed under Criterion D. This
criterion stresses the importance of the information contained in an archaeological site, rather than its
intrinsic value as a surviving example of a type or its historical association with an important person or
event. It places importance not on physical appearance, but rather on information potential.
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California Environmental Quality Act

CEQA requires that, for projects financed by or requiring the discretionary approval of public agencies in
California, the effects that a project has on historical and unique archaeological resources be considered
(PRC § 21083.2). Historical resources are defined as buildings, sites, structures, or objects, each of which
may have historical, architectural, archaeological, cultural, or scientific importance (PRC § 50201). The
CEQA Guidelines (§ 15064.5) define three cases in which a property may qualify as a historical resource
for the purpose of CEQA review:

= The resource is listed in or determined eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources (CRHR).

= The resource is included in a local register of historic resources, as defined in section 5020.1(k)
of the PRC, or is identified as significant in a historical resources survey that meets the
requirements of section 5024.1(g) of the PRC (unless the preponderance of evidence
demonstrates that the resource is not historically or culturally significant).

= The lead agency determines that the resource may be a historical resource as defined in PRC §§
5020.1(j), 5024.1, or significant as supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole record.
Section 5024.1 defines eligibility requirements and states that a resource may be eligible for
inclusion in the CRHR if it:

1. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of California’s history and cultural heritage;

2. s associated with the lives of persons important in our past;

3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high
artistic values; or

4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.
Resources must retain integrity to be eligible for listing on the CRHR. Resources that are listed in or

eligible for listing in the NRHP are considered eligible for listing in the CRHR, and thus are significant
historical resources for the purposes of CEQA (PRC § 5024.1(d)(1)).

PRC § 21083.2 governs the treatment of a unique archaeological resource, which is defined as “an
archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated” that it meets any of the
following criteria:

= |t contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions, and there is a
demonstrable public interest in that information.

= |t has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best example of

its type.
= ltis directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or
person.
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DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS
Question A

Would the project: Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
pursuant to § 15064.5?

No Impact. As described above, the records search revealed that four prehistoric cultural resources (two
lithic scatters and two disturbed midden sites) have been recorded within the spray fields associated with
the WWTRP, however none are located in areas that will be affected by the Proposed Project. No
resources were identified by the NWIC that would be affected by Proposed Project construction. Based
on the results of the records search, literature review, Native American consultation, and field survey, the
potential for NRHP/CRHR-eligible resources within the Proposed Project area is considered to be low.

Questions B and C

Would the project: Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to § 15064.5; Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated
cemeteries?

Less than Significant with Mitigation. There is always the potential, however remote, that previously
unknown archaeological resources and/or human remains could be encountered during subsurface
construction activities. This is a potentially significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measures
CR-1 and CR-2 presented in Section 3.6.4 would ensure that inadvertently discovered resources that
may be eligible for the NHRP or CRHR would be investigated and evaluated for eligibility to the NRHP
and CRHR. Moreover, implementation of Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2 would provide for the
appropriate treatment of human remains. These actions would reduce potential impacts to previously
unidentified archaeological resources or human remains to a less-than-significant level.

Cumulative Impacts

Less than Significant with Mitigation. Potential cumulative projects in the vicinity of the project area
have the potential to impact cultural resources. Archaeological and historic resources are afforded special
legal protections designed to reduce the cumulative effects of development. Potential cumulative projects
and the Proposed Project would be subject to the protection of cultural resources afforded by the CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5 and related provisions of the PRC. In addition, projects with federal
involvement would be subject to Section 106 of the NHPA. Given the non-renewable nature of cultural
resources, any impact to protected sites could be considered cumulatively considerable. As discussed
above, no known protected archaeological or historic resources were identified within the Proposed
Project’s Development Footprint. Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2 provide for the protection of
unanticipated finds made during ground disturbing activities. With the implementation of these mitigation
measures, the Proposed Project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts to cultural resources is
considered to be less than significant.

Compliance with Federal Environmental Laws and Regulations

The cultural resources APE for the Proposed Project in congruent with the Development Footprint shown
in Figure 2-3, and encompasses the WWTRP, gravel area of the storage laydown area, and the existing
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wastewater pond system, but not the irrigation spray fields as there will be no Proposed Project ground-
disturbing activities within the spray fields. As discussed previously, the APE is composed of existing
developed and disturbed areas which have been thoroughly surveyed via the pedestrian surveys
conducted by AES on July 21, 2020. No resources were identified that would be potentially eligible for
protection under the NHPA during the survey of the APE. The State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB) will consult with and seek concurrence from the California SHPO on a finding of no historic
properties affected for the Proposed Action. Once consultation has been completed, the Proposed Project
would comply with federal regulations relating to cultural resources, including the NHPA.

MITIGATION MEASURES
CR-1

In the event of any inadvertent discovery of archaeological or paleontological resources, all such finds
shall be subject to PRC 21083.2 and CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5. Procedures for inadvertent discovery
include the following:

= All work within 50 feet of the find shall be halted until a professional archaeologist or
paleontologist if the find is of a paleontological nature, can evaluate the significance of the find in
accordance with NRHP and CRHR criteria.

= Ifany find is determined to be significant by the archaeologist, or paleontologist as appropriate,
then representatives of the City shall meet with the archaeologist or paleontologist to determine
the appropriate course of action. If necessary, a Treatment Plan shall be prepared by an
archeologist (or paleontologist) outlining recovery of the resource, analysis, and reporting of the
find. The Treatment Plan shall be submitted to the City for review and approval prior to resuming
construction.

= All significant cultural or paleontological materials recovered shall be subject to scientific analysis,
professional curation, and a report prepared by the professional archaeologist or paleontologist
according to current professional standards.

CR-2

In the event that human remains are encountered during construction activities, the City shall comply with
Section 15064.5 (e) (1) of the CEQA Guidelines and Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5. All
project-related ground disturbance within 100 feet of the find shall be halted until the county coroner has
been notified. If the coroner determines that the remains are Native American, the coroner will notify the
NAHC to identify the most likely descendants of the deceased Native Americans. Project-Related ground
disturbance in the vicinity of the find shall not resume until the process detailed in Section 15064.5 (e) has
been completed.
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3.7 ENERGY

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
. Less Than
Potentially Sianificant With Less-Than- N
ignificant Wi o
ENERGY Significant g o Significant
- Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incorporated
Would the project:
a) Result in potentially significant
environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of O O X U
energy resources, during project
construction or operation?
b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan
- L] l X [
for renewable energy or energy efficiency?

SETTING
Regulatory Context
Warren-Alquist Act

The 1974 Warren-Alquist Act (PRC § 25000 et seq.) established the California Energy Commission
(CEC) and created a State policy to reduce wasteful, uneconomical, and unnecessary uses of energy by
employing a range of measures. The California Legislature continues to amend the Act to address
pressing energy needs and issues, and the CEC publishes an updated version of the Act each year. The
2019 edition of the Warren-Alquist Act was published in February of 2019.

State of California Integrated Energy Policy Report

Senate Bill (SB) 1389 requires the CEC to adopt an Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR) every two
years. The IEPR contains an assessment of major energy trends and issues facing the electricity, natural
gas, and transportation fuel sectors within California. The Report provides policy recommendations to
conserve resources; protect the environment; ensure reliable, secure, and diverse energy supplies;
enhance the economy of California; and protect public health and safety.

The IEPR calls for the State to assist in the transformation of the transportation system to improve air
quality, reduce congestion, and increase the efficient use of fuel supplies with the least environmental and
energy costs. To further this policy, the IEPR identifies a number of strategies, including assistance to
public agencies and fleet operators in implementing incentive programs for Zero Emission Vehicles and
their infrastructure needs, and encouragement of urban designs that reduce vehicle miles traveled and
accommodate pedestrian and bicycle access.
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The Draft 2019 IEPR was submitted for public comment on November 8, 2019 and covers a broad range
of topics including decarbonizing buildings, integrating renewables, energy efficiency, energy equity,
electricity reliability, climate adaptation activities for the energy sector, a natural gas assessment, a
transportation energy demand forecast, and the California Energy Demand Forecast. The 2019 IEPR
provides the results of the CEC assessments on a variety of energy issues facing California. Many of
these issues will require action if the State is to meet its climate, clean energy, air quality, and other
environmental goals while maintaining reliability and controlling costs.

California Energy Efficiency Standards

The Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Non Residential Buildings (California Building
Energy Efficiency Standards) specified in Title 24, Part 6 of the CCR was established in 1978 in response
to a legislative mandate to reduce energy consumption in California. The standards are updated
periodically to allow for consideration and possible incorporation of new energy efficiency technologies
and methods. The most recent standards were adopted in 2019 and took effect on January 1, 2020 (for
building permit applications submitted on or after that date). These standards are updated every three
years. The new standards require better windows, insulation, lighting, ventilation systems, and other
features that reduce energy consumption in homes and businesses. Non-Residential buildings are
expected to use about 30 percent less energy compared to the 2016 Energy Efficiency Standards,
primarily due to lighting upgrades.

California Green Building Standards Code

The California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen), specified in CCR, Title 24, Part 11, is a State
wide regulatory code for all buildings, residential and commercial included. The regulations are intended
to encourage more sustainable and environmentally friendly building practices, require low-pollution
emitting substances that cause less harm to the environment, conserve natural resources, and promote
the use of energy-efficient materials and equipment. The standards require that all new residential and
non-residential development implement various energy conservation measures, including ceiling, wall,
and concrete slab insulation; weather stripping on doors and windows; closeable doors on fireplaces;
insulated heating and cooling ducts; water heater insulation blankets; and certified energy efficient
appliances. CALGreen is updated periodically and the latest update, CALGreen 2019, became effective
on January 1, 2020.

Renewables Portfolio Standard Program

The California Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) program was established in 2002 by SB 1078 and
requires retail sellers of electricity, including investor-owned utilities and community choice aggregators,
to provide a certain percentage of their supply from renewable sources. The initial requirement was that
at least 20 percent of electricity retail sales had to be served by renewable resources by 2017. The RPS
program was accelerated in 2015 with SB 350 that mandated a 50 percent RPS by 2030. In 2018, SB
100 was signed into law, increasing the RPS to 60 percent by 2030 and requiring all electricity in
California to come from carbon-free resources by 2045.

Assembly Bill 1007 (Pavley)-Alternative Fuel Standards

AB 1007, (Pavley, Chapter 371, Statutes of 2005) required the CEC to prepare a State plan to increase
the use of alternative fuels in California; therefore, the CEC prepared the State Alternative Fuels Plan in
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partnership with CARB and in consultation with other local, State, and federal agencies. The final State
Alternative Fuels Plan, published in December 2007, attempts to achieve an 80 percent reduction in GHG
emissions associated with personal transportation, even as the population of California increases.

Environmental Setting

The Project site is located within the city limits of St. Helena and is surrounded by farmland and rural
residential use. Energy would be supplied to the Project site by Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E).

PGG&E Electric Utility Operations

PG&E provides “bundled” services (i.e., electricity, transmission, and distribution services) to most of the
six million customers in its service territory, including residential, commercial, industrial, and agricultural
consumers. Customers also can obtain electricity from alternative providers such as municipalities or
Customer Choice Aggregators, as well as from self-generation resources like rooftop solar installations. In
2018, PG&E generated and/or procured a total of 48,832 gigawatt hours of electricity. Of this total, PG&E
owns 7,686 megawatts (MW) of generating capacity (Table 3-6). The remaining electrical power is
purchased from other sources in and outside of California.

TABLE 3-6. PG&E-OWNED ELECTRICITY GENERATING SOURCES

Source Generating Capacity (MW)
Nuclear 2,240
Hydroelectric 3,891
Fossil Fuel-Fired 1,400
Fuel Cell 3
Photovoltaic 152

Total 7,686
Source: PG&E, 2018.

Renewable Energy Resources

California law requires load-serving entities, such as PG&E, to gradually increase the amount of
renewable energy they deliver to their customers. SB 350 became effective on January 1, 2016,
increasing the amount of renewable energy that must be delivered by most load-serving entities, such as
PG&E, to their customers from 33 percent of their total annual retail sales by the end of the 2017-2020
compliance period to 50 percent of their total annual retail sales by the end of the 2028-2030 compliance
period. In September 2018, the California Governor signed SB 100 into law, increasing the California
electricity portfolio that must come from renewables from 50 percent to 60 percent by 2030; and
establishing a State policy that 100 percent of all retail electricity sales must come from RPS-eligible or
carbon-free resources by 2045.

Renewable generation resources, for the purposes of the RPS program, include bioenergy such as
biogas and biomass, certain hydroelectric facilities (30 MW or less), wind, solar, and geothermal energy.
During 2018, 38.9 percent of energy deliveries from PG&E were from renewable energy sources,
exceeding the annual RPS target of 28 percent (Table 3-7).
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TABLE 3-7. PG&E RENEWABLE ENERGY DELIVERIES

Source Percent of Total Energy Portfolio
Biopower 4.4
Geothermal 3.7
Wind 10
RPS-Eligible Hydroelectric 2.7
Solar 18.1
Total 38.9
Source: PG&E, 2018.

Electricity Transmission

As of December 31, 2018, PG&E owned approximately 18,000 circuit miles of interconnected
transmission lines operating at voltages ranging from 60 kilovolts (kV) to 500 kV. PG&E also operated
84 electric transmission substations with a capacity of approximately 65,000 megavolt amperes (MVA).
The PG&E electric transmission system is interconnected with electric power systems in the Western
Electricity Coordinating Council, which includes many western U.S states; Alberta and British Columbia,
Canada; and parts of Mexico.

Electricity Distribution

The PG&E electric distribution network consists of approximately 107,000 circuit miles of distribution lines
(approximately 20 percent underground and 80 percent overhead), 50 transmission switching
substations, and 769 distribution substations, with a capacity of approximately 32,000 MVA.

These distribution substations serve as the central hubs of the PG&E electric distribution network.
Emanating from each substation are primary and secondary distribution lines connected to local
transformers and switching equipment that link distribution lines and provide delivery to end users. In
some cases, PG&E sells electricity from its distribution facilities to entities, such as municipal and other
utilities, that resell the electricity. PG&E operates electric distribution control center facilities in Concord,
Rocklin, and Fresno, CA,; these control centers are a key component of the PG&E effort to create a
smarter, more resilient grid.

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS
Questions A and B

Would the project: Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation? Would the
project: Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency?

Construction

Less than Significant. Construction of the Proposed Project would consume energy primarily from fuel
consumed by construction vehicles and equipment. Fossil fuels used for construction vehicles and other
equipment would be used during site clearing, grading, paving, and building. Fuel consumed during
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construction would be temporary in nature and would not represent a significant demand on available
fuel. There are no unusual characteristics that would necessitate the use of construction equipment that
would be less energy efficient than at comparable construction sites in the region or State.

Additionally, project-related design features and mitigation measures would provide fuel and energy
reduction during construction. Overall fuel and energy reductions are difficult to quantify; however, certain
air quality emission reduction measures would also reduce fuel and electricity use during construction of
the Proposed Project. Mitigation Measure AQ-2 would reduce energy consumption by requiring the
contractor to minimize equipment idling time. Additionally, all diesel-fueled construction vehicles would be
required to meet the latest emissions standards. These measures would further reduce fuel and energy
use during all stages of construction and avoid the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of
fuel energy. Therefore, construction of the Proposed Project would not result in inefficient, wasteful, or
unnecessary consumption of fuel energy as it would comply with relevant standards.

Operation

Less than Significant. As part of the Proposed Project, the electrical system at the WWTRP would be
upgraded to meet the most current design criteria adopted by the City. This would include the installation
of a 480-volt transformer along the northern boundary of the Project site along Chaix Lane, with electricity
supplied by PG&E. It is estimated that the operation of the Proposed Project would result in an increase
in annual power consumption of 1.5 MWhs (Appendix A). Although energy demands of the Proposed
Project would be greater than the current conditions of the Project site, which rely on primarily passive
treatment methods, the increase in energy demand would not cause a significant environmental impact
(refer to Sections 3.4 — Air Quality and 3.9 — Greenhouse Gas Emissions). Further the proposed
WWTRP upgrades and resulting increase in energy usage are necessary to comply with the 2016 Permit.
Accordingly, the Proposed Project would not conflict with a State or local plan for renewable energy or
energy efficiency, and would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy
resources. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts

Less than Significant. With regard to energy usage, the California Public Utilities Commissions’ Long
Term Procurement Plan (LTPP) proceedings were established to ensure a safe, reliable, and cost-
effective electricity supply in California. A major component of the LTPP proceeding addresses the overall
long-term need for new system reliability resources, including the adoption of system resource plans.
These resource plans will allow the California Public Utilities Commission to comprehensively assess the
impacts of state energy policies on the need for new resources. As discussed above, several aspects of
the Proposed Project would help manage the amount and efficiency of energy consumption and would
ensure that the related consumption is not inefficient, wasteful or unnecessary or place a significant
demand on regional energy supplies. The project components would help reduce the project’s overall
energy demand and the project would result in less-than-significant individual impacts. Therefore, impacts
to energy resources resulting from the Proposed Project, combined with other past, present, or
reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulative impact to which the proposed
project would have a cumulatively considerable contribution.
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MITIGATION MEASURES

None required.
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3.8

GEOLOGY/SOILS
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Less Than
. o Less-
Potentially | Significant
- . Than- No
GEOLOGY/SOILS Significant With o
o Significant | Impact
Impact Mitigation
Impact
Incorporated
Would the project:
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
i)  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map,
issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of | | X |
Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.
i)  Strong seismic ground shaking?
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
iv) Landslides?
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? O X O O
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially n n n ¢
result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or O O O X
indirect risks to life or property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic
tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers O O O X
are not available for the disposal of waste water?
f)  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource
. . . L X L L
or site or unique geologic feature?
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SETTING

Regulatory Context
Federal Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act

In October 1997, the U.S. Congress passed the National Earthquake Hazards Reduction (NEHR) Act to
“reduce the risks to life and property from future earthquakes in the United States through the
establishment and maintenance of an effective earthquake hazards and reduction program.” To
accomplish this, the act established the National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program (NEHRP). This
program was significantly amended in November 1990 by the NEHR Act, which refined the description of
agency responsibilities, program goals, and objectives.

NEHRP’s mission includes improved understanding, characterization, and prediction of hazards and
vulnerabilities; improvement of building codes and land use practices; risk reduction through post-
earthquake investigations and education; development and improvement of design and construction
techniques; improvement of mitigation capacity; and accelerated application of research results. The
NEHR Act designates the FEMA as the lead agency of the program and assigns it several planning,
coordinating, and reporting responsibilities. Other NEHR Act agencies include the National Institute of
Standards and Technology, National Science Foundation, and the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS).

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act was passed by the California Legislature to mitigate the
hazard of surface faulting to structures. The act’s main purpose is to prevent the construction of buildings
used for human occupancy on the surface trace of active faults. The act addresses only the hazard of
surface fault rupture and is not directed toward other earthquake hazards. Local agencies must regulate
most development in fault zones established by the State Geologist. Before a project can be permitted in
a designated Alquist-Priolo Fault Study Zone, cities and counties must require a geologic investigation to
demonstrate that proposed buildings would not be constructed across active faults.

California Seismic Hazards Mapping Act

The California Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990 (PRC §§ 2690-2699.6) addresses seismic hazards
other than surface rupture, such as liquefaction and induced landslides. The Seismic Hazards Mapping
Act specifies that the lead agency for a project may withhold development permits until geologic or soils
investigations are conducted for specific sites and mitigation measures are incorporated into plans to
reduce hazards associated with seismicity and unstable soils.

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit

The SWRCB administers regulations and permitting for the USEPA (55 CFR 47990) for pollution
generated from stormwater under the NPDES. There are nine RWQCBs that implement the SWRCB'’s
jurisdiction and require that an operator of any construction activities with ground disturbances of 1.0 acre
or more obtain a General Permit through the NPDES Stormwater Program. The Project site is within the
jurisdiction of the SFBRWQCB. The Construction General Permit requires that the implementations of
BMPs be employed to reduce sedimentation into surface waters and control erosion. The preparation of a
SWPPP addresses control of water pollution that includes the effects of sediments in the water during
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construction activities. These elements are further explained within Section 3.11, Hydrology and Water
Quality.

California Building Standards Code

The State of California provides minimum standards for building design through the CBC (CCR Title 24).
Where no other building codes apply, Chapter 29 regulates excavation, foundations, and retaining walls.
The CBC also applies to building design and construction in the state and is based on the IBC used
widely throughout the country (generally adopted on a state-by-state or district-by-district basis). The CBC
has been modified for California conditions with numerous more detailed and/or more stringent
regulations.

Environmental Setting
Regional Geology

The Project site is located near the eastern boundary of the Northern Coast Ranges geomorphic province
(Province) of California, near the margin of the Great Valley Province (California Geological Survey
[CGS], 2002). The Province lies between the Pacific Ocean and the Great Valley of California and
stretches from the Oregon border to the north and continues south to the Santa Ynez River near Santa
Barbara. The northern and southern portions of the province are divided by a depression containing the
Bay. Much of the Coast Range province is characterized by northwest trending mountain ranges, ridges,
and valleys composed of the Franciscan Complex, which forms the bedrock of the Project site. The
Calistoga and St. Helena Napa Valley Floor Subareas include the northern portion of the Napa Valley
Subbasin (WICC of Napa County, 2005).

According to CGS’s Geologic Map of California, the dominant rock type in the project vicinity is Type Q,
which is a Pleistocene-Holocene period type characterized by alluvium, lake, playa, and terrace deposits
(CGS, 2015).

Site Topography

The Project site was originally graded in 1966 during the construction of the existing WWTRP. Due to the
grading and maintenance of the site for the existing WWTRP operations, the topography of the Project
site is relatively flat, with elevations ranging from 175 to 195 feet amsl. There are no mapped landslides
or landslide features on the Project site (CGS, 2015b).

Regional Seismicity and Fault Zones

Napa County is a seismically active region with many active or potentially active faults (CGS, 2015c). The
City is located in a high seismic hazard area (USGS, 2018). The Alquist-Priolo Act defines active faults as
those that have shown seismic activity during the Holocene period, approximately the past 11,000 years,
while potentially active faults are those that have shown activity within the Quaternary period, or the past
1.8 million years (CGS, 2019). As shown in Figure 3-4, the largest known faults in the vicinity of the
Project site are the Green Valley Fault approximately 9.90 miles away from the Project site and the West
Napa Fault, approximately 1.67 miles away from the Project site.
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Seismic Shaking Intensity

The most likely faults to produce strong ground shaking in Napa County include the Northern
Hayward/Rodgers Creek in the west, the Maacama in the northwest, the Hunting Creek-Berryessa in the
north, the Green Valley in the southeast and the West Napa in the south central (ABAG, 2015). The
Concord Green Valley and the West Napa Fault are the only two major faults that pass through County
boundaries.

The combined probability of a major quake on one of these maijor faults is 63 percent over the next

24 years. Therefore, future seismic shaking is anticipated at the Project site. Ground shaking severity at
the Project site would depend on the distance from the fault rupture, the magnitude of the earthquake,
and the site-specific soil conditions. Most of Napa County’s resources and population are in the Napa
Valley floor, which consists of alluvial soils, which can create a heightened risk of ground shaking.

Soils

Soil types on the Project site primarily consist of Pleasanton Loam and Yolo Loam, which are soil types
typical of areas with low slopes and are well-drained (Figure 3-6; NRCS, 2020). A soil type’s potential to
induce electrochemical or chemical action that corrodes or weakens concrete is known as “risk of
corrosion.” The rate of corrosion of concrete is based mainly on the sulfate and sodium content, texture,
moisture content, and acidity of the soil. Both soil types on the Project site have a low corrosion rating.
The Project site is considered prime farmland if irrigated.

Liquefaction is the sudden loss of soil strength caused by seismic forces acting on water-saturated,
granular soil, leading to a “quicksand” condition generating various types of ground failure. Soils
comprised of sand and sandy loams that are in areas with high groundwater tables or high rainfall are
subject to liquefaction. The soils on the Project site are well drained and the groundwater table is deep;
therefore, there is a low risk of liquefaction at the Project site (NRCS, 2020b). The soil on the Project site
has a plasticity index between thirteen and fourteen percent, which suggests that the soil is not expansive
(NRCS, 2020b).

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS
Question A

Would the project: Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving ((i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map, issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault. Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42;

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking; iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; iv)
Landslides?

Less than Significant. Although the Project site is located in an area that may be subject to seismic
ground shaking in the future, there are no mapped surface faults on the Project site that would have the
potential to rupture and the Project site is not near a designated Alquist-Priolo earthquake fault. Although
potential damage to people or structures from seismic ground shaking could occur, compliance with the
CBC would require the seismic-design response spectrum to be established and incorporated into the
design of all new structures. Any new structures and utilities would be designed to withstand seismic
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forces per CBC requirements. Therefore, these construction standards would reduce potential seismic
ground shaking effects on developed structures to a less-than-significant level.

Question B

Would the project: Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less than Significant with Mitigation. Construction of the Proposed Project would involve grading and
earth moving activities, as well as installation of project components. Construction would result in the
temporary disturbance of soil and would expose disturbed areas to potential storm events, which could
generate accelerated runoff, localized erosion, and sedimentation. Construction activities could
exacerbate soil erosion and result in the loss of topsoil; this is a potentially significant impact.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-1 would require construction activities to comply with the
California NPDES General Permit, as discussed in Section 3.11. This includes limiting ground
disturbance areas, restoring disturbed areas to pre-construction contours, erosion control measures, and
revegetation. Implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-1 would ensure that potential impacts resulting
from soil erosion or the loss of topsoil would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Questions C-D

Would the project: Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as
a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse; Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building
Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?

No Impact. As described above, the soils on the Project site are well-drained and the groundwater table
is deep; therefore, there is a low risk of liquefaction at the Project site (NRCS, 2020b; CalOES, 2015).
The Project site is not located on an unstable geologic unit or soil (NRCS, 2020). No project components
would be located on expansive soils. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not expose people or
structures to substantial adverse effects from liquefaction, landslides, unstable geologic units or soils, or
expansive soils.

Question E
Would the project: Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative

waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water?

No Impact. Soil types on the Project site primarily consist of Pleasanton Loam and Yolo Loam, which are
soil types typical of areas with low slopes and are well-drained (NRCS, 2020). Loamy soils are typically
suitable for on-site wastewater disposal systems. However, because no new onsite wastewater disposal
system is being proposed, there would be no impact.

Question F

Would the project: Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?
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Less than Significant with Mitigation. As described in Section 3.6.3, no known paleontological
resources have been identified within the Project site. However, there is always the potential, however
remote, that previously unknown unique paleontological resources or sites could be encountered during
subsurface construction activities. This is a potentially significant impact. In the event that paleontological
resources or sites are found, Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2, as described in Section 3.6.4 would
ensure that the Proposed Project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site. Furthermore, no unique geological features are present on the Project site. After
implementation of Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2, impacts to paleontological resources would be
less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts

Less than Significant with Mitigation. Implementation of the Proposed Project and other potential
cumulative projects in the region, including growth resulting from build-out of the City and County General
Plans could result in increased erosion and soil hazards, expose additional structures and people to
seismic hazards, and potentially damage unique paleontological resources or sites. These impacts are
mitigable with implementation of construction-period erosion control programs, standard seismic safety
measures incorporated in building design, and procedures for inadvertent paleontological discoveries.
The Proposed Project would incorporate Mitigation Measures HYD-1, CR-1, and CR-2 to ensure a less
than significant effect; therefore, the Proposed Project’s contribution to potential cumulative impacts be
less than significant.

MITIGATION MEASURES

With implementation of Mitigation Measures HYD-1, CR-1, and CR-2, no other mitigation is necessary.
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3.9 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
. Less Than
Potentially o . Less-Than-
.. L Significant With L No
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Significant o Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incorporated
Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may have a ] ] X ]
significant impact on the environment?

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases?

SETTING
Regulatory Setting

The following regulatory background gives context to the issues of climate change and importance to
reducing GHGs in California:

Federal

On June 21, 2019, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) published draft guidance on how NEPA
analysis and documentation should address GHG emissions.

The draft guidance directs agencies to attempt to quantify a proposed action’s projected direct and
reasonably foreseeable indirect GHG emissions when the amount of those emissions is substantial
enough to warrant quantification, and when it is practicable to quantify them using available data and
GHG quantification tools. Additionally, the draft guidance establishes criteria for cumulative effects
analysis of GHGs under NEPA. Where GHG inventory or regional emissions information is available to
provide context for understanding the relative magnitude of a proposed action’s GHG emissions, a
qualitative summary discussion of the effects of GHG emissions, based on an appropriate literature
review, is adequate to meet NEPA requirements and no separate cumulative effects analysis is required.
The draft guidance also notes that, while NEPA does not require agencies to adopt mitigation measures,
comparing alternatives based on potential effects due to GHG emissions, along with other potential
effects and economic and technical considerations, can help agencies differentiate among alternatives.
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State and Local
Assembly Bill 1493

Signed by the California Governor in 2002, AB 1493 requires that CARB adopt regulations requiring a
reduction in GHG emissions emitted by cars in the State. AB 1493 is intended to apply to 2009 and newer
vehicles. On June 30, 2009, the USEPA granted a necessary CAA waiver for California to implement

AB 1493.

Executive Order S-3-05

Executive Order (EO) S-3-05 was signed by the California Governor on June 1, 2005 and established the
following statewide emission reduction targets:

= Reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels by 2010,
= Reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, and

= Reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.

EO S-3-05 created a Climate Action Team (CAT) headed by the California Environmental Protection
Agency that included several other State agencies. The CAT is tasked by EO S-3-05 with outlining the
effects of climate change on California and recommending an adaptation plan, as well as creating a
strategy to meet the emission reduction targets.

California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB-32)

Signed by the California Governor on September 27, 2006, AB 32 codifies a key requirement of

EO S-3-05, specifically the requirement to reduce GHG emissions in California to 1990 levels by 2020.
AB 32 tasks CARB with monitoring State sources of GHGs and designing emission reduction measures
to comply with emission reduction requirements. However, AB 32 also continues the efforts of the CAT to
meet the requirements of EO S-3-05 and states that the CAT should coordinate overall State climate

policy.

To accelerate the implementation of emission reduction strategies, AB 32 requires that CARB identify a
list of discrete early action measures that can be implemented relatively quickly. In October 2007, CARB
published a list of early action measures that it estimated could be implemented and would serve to meet
about 25 percent of the required 2020 emissions reductions (CARB, 2007). To assist CARB in identifying
early action measures, the CAT published a report in April 2007 that updated their 2006 report and
identified strategies for reducing GHG emissions (CAT, 2007). In its October 2007 report, CARB cited the
CAT strategies and other existing strategies that can be utilized to achieve the remainder of the
emissions reductions (CARB, 2007). AB 32 requires that CARB prepare a comprehensive “scoping plan”
that identifies all strategies necessary to fully achieve the required 2020 emissions reductions.
Consequently, in December 2008, CARB released its scoping plan to the public; the plan was approved
by CARB on December 12, 2008. An update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan occurred on May 22,
2014, and included new strategies and recommendations to ensure reduction goals of near-term 2020
are met with consideration of current climate science.

A second update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan was adopted on December 14, 2017. The 2017
Scoping Plan Update addresses the 2030 target established by SB 32, as discussed below, and
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establishes a proposed framework of action for California to meet a 40 percent reduction in GHG by 2030
compared to 1990 levels. The key programs that the 2017 Scoping Plan Update builds on include the
Cap-and-Trade Regulation, the Low Carbon Fuel Standard, an increase in the use of renewable energy in
the State, and a reduction of methane emissions from agricultural and other wastes (CARB, 2017).

Executive Order S-01-07

EO S-01-07 was signed by the California Governor on January 18, 2007. It mandates a State-wide goal
to reduce the carbon intensity of transportation fuels by at least 10 percent by 2020. This target reduction
was identified by CARB as one of the AB 32 early action measures in the October 2007 report (CARB,
2007).

Senate Bill 375

SB 375 was approved by the California Governor on September 30, 2008. SB 375 provides for the
creation of a new regional planning document called a “Sustainable Communities Strategy” (SCS). An
SCS is a blueprint for regional transportation infrastructure and development that is designed to reduce
GHG emissions from cars and light trucks to target levels set by CARB for 18 regions throughout
California. Each of the various metropolitan planning organizations must prepare an SCS that is included
in their respective regional transportation plan. An SCS influences transportation, housing, and land use
planning. CARB then determines whether the SCS will achieve regional GHG emissions reduction goals.

Senate Bill 605

On September 21, 2014, the California Governor signed SB 605 that requires CARB to complete a
comprehensive strategy to reduce emissions of short-lived climate pollutants in the State no later than
January 1, 2016. As defined in the statute, short-lived climate pollutant means "an agent that has a
relatively short lifetime in the atmosphere, from a few days to a few decades, and a warming influence on
the climate that is more potent than that of carbon dioxide." SB 605, however, does not prescribe specific
compounds as short-lived climate pollutants or add to the list of GHGs regulated under AB 32. In
developing the strategy, CARB completed an inventory of sources and emissions of short-lived climate
pollutants in the State based on available data, identified research needs to address any data gaps,
identified existing and potential new control measures to reduce emissions, and prioritized the
development of new measures for short-lived climate pollutants that offer co-benefits by improving water
quality or reducing other air pollutants that impact community health and benefit disadvantaged
communities.

The final strategy released by CARB in March 2017 focuses on CH4, black carbon, and fluorinated
gases, particularly HFCs, as important short-lived climate pollutants. The final strategy recognizes
emission reduction efforts implemented under AB 32 (e.g., refrigerant management programs) and other
regulatory programs (e.g., in-use diesel engines, solid waste diversion). The measures identified in the
final strategy and their expected emission reductions will feed into the update to the CARB Scoping Plan.

Executive Order B-30-15

EO B-30-15 was signed by the California Governor on April 29, 2015. It sets interim GHG targets of

40 percent below 1990 by 2030, to ensure California will meet its 2050 targets set by EO S-3-05. It also
directs the CARB to update the Climate Change Scoping Plan. The 2030 Target Scoping Plan Concept
Paper was released on June 17, 2016.
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Senate Bill 350

SB 350 codifies the GHG targets for 2030 set by EO B-30-15. To meet these goals, SB 350 also raises
the California RPS from 33 percent renewable generation by 2020 to 50 percent renewable generation by
December 31, 2030.

Senate Bill 32

Additionally, SB 32, signed in 2016, further strengthens AB 32 with goals of reducing GHG emissions to
40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. Based on GHG emissions inventory data compiled by CARB
through 2017 and the emission limit of 431 million metric tons (MT) of carbon dioxide equivalents (COze)
established in the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Fourth Assessment Report,
California emission reduction goals for near-term 2020 will be met.

California Renewable Portfolio Standards - SB 1078, SB 350, and SB 100

The California RPS program was established in 2002 by SB 1078 and requires retail sellers of electricity,
including investor-owned utilities and community choice aggregators, to provide a certain percentage of
their supply from renewable sources. The initial requirement was for at least 20 percent of electricity retail
sales to be served by renewable resources by 2017. The RPS program was accelerated in 2015 with SB
350 which mandated a 50 percent RPS by 2030. In 2018, SB 100 was signed into law, which again
increased the RPS to 60 percent by 2030 and requires all electricity in the State to come from carbon-free
resources by 2045.

Title 20 Appliance Efficiency Regulations

California’s Appliance Efficiency Regulations, CCR Title 20, contain standards for both federally regulated
appliances and non-federally regulated appliances. The regulations are updated regularly to allow
consideration of new energy efficiency technologies and methods. The current standards were adopted
by the CEC in 2018. The standards outlined in the regulations apply to appliances that are sold or offered
for sale in California. More than 23 different categories of appliances are regulated, including
refrigerators, freezers, water heaters, washing machines, dryers, air conditioners, pool equipment, and
plumbing fittings.

California Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24)

The State regulates energy consumption under Title 24 Building Standards Code, Part 6 of theCCR (also
known as the California Energy Code). The Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards were developed
by the CEC and apply to energy consumed for heating, cooling, ventilation, water heating, and lighting in
new residential and non-residential buildings. The California Energy Code is updated every three years,
with the most recent iteration (2016) effective as of January 1, 2017, and the next version (2019) planned
to go into effect on January 1, 2020. The CEC’s long-term vision is that future updates to the California
Energy Code will support zero-net energy for all new single-family and low-rise residential buildings by
2020 and new high-rise residential and non-residential buildings by 2030. Refer to Section 3.7 for
additional information on Title 24 requirements.

California Green Building Standards Code

Title 24 Building Standards Code, Part 11 of the CCR is referred to as the CALGreen Code. The purpose
of the CALGreen Code is to improve public health, safety, and general welfare by enhancing the design
and construction of buildings through the use of building concepts having a positive environmental impact
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and encouraging sustainable construction practices in the following categories: (1) planning and design;
(2) energy efficiency; (3) water efficiency and conservation; (4) material conservation and resource
efficiency; and (5) environmental air quality. Refer to Section 3.7 for additional information on Title 24
requirements.

CEQA Guidelines

Under CEQA, GHG impacts are exclusively cumulative impacts because no single project could, by itself,
result in a substantial change in climate. (CEQA Guidelines § 15064.4(b); see BAAQMD, 2012; California
Air Pollution Control Officers Association, 2008). Therefore, the evaluation of cumulative GHG impacts
presented below evaluates whether the Proposed Project would make a considerable contribution to
cumulative climate change effects. Additionally, BAAQMD has not established a quantitative threshold
relative to construction related emissions.

City of St. Helena General Plan Update 2040

The Climate Change Element of the City of St. Helena General presents a framework to help the City
respond to and plan for climate change. It aims to effectively address energy and water conservation,
renewable energy production, transportation, sustainable business development, and the responsible
evolution of the City to reduce climate change impacts in St. Helena. The Climate Change Element of the
General Plan includes the following polices and implementation actions related to City water treatment
facilities:

Policy CC6.1: Ensure that the City leads by example in managing its local government operations while
implementing the following policy directions:
= Encourage the reduction of fossil fuel consumption by local government
operations.

= Improve energy efficiency, implement alternative and renewable energy
solutions, and reduce greenhouse gas emissions in City and county facilities and
operations.

= Reducing solid waste from City and County operations and facilities.

Action CC6.E: Convert street lighting, water pumping, water treatment, and other energy-intensive
operations to more efficient technologies.

In 2012, the City also adopted a GHG reduction target of 20 percent below 2005 levels by the year 2020.
This target is consistent with the State’s goal to reduce California emissions to 1990 levels by the year
2020.

Environmental Setting

“Global warming” and “climate change” are common terms used to describe the increase in the average
temperature of the earth’s near-surface air and oceans since the mid-20th century. Natural processes and
human actions have been identified as impacting climate. The IPCC has concluded that variations in
natural phenomena such as solar radiation and volcanoes produced most of the warming from pre-
industrial times to 1950 and had a small cooling effect afterward. Since the 19th century however,
increasing GHG concentrations resulting from human activity such as fossil fuel combustion,
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deforestation, and other activities are believed to be a major factor in climate change. GHGs in the
atmosphere naturally trap heat by impeding the exit of solar radiation that has hit the earth and is
reflected back into space—a phenomenon sometimes referred to as the “greenhouse effect.” Some
GHGs occur naturally and are necessary to keep the earth’s surface inhabitable. However, increases in
the concentrations of these gases in the atmosphere during the last 100 years have trapped solar
radiation and decreased the amount that is reflected back into space, intensifying the natural greenhouse
effect and resulting in the increase of global average temperature.

Carbon dioxide (COz), methane (CHa4), nitrous oxide (N20), hydrofluorocarbons (HFC), perfluorocarbons
(PFC), and sulfur hexafluoride (SFe) are the principal GHGs. When concentrations of these gases exceed
historical concentrations in the atmosphere, the greenhouse effect is intensified. CO2, CH4, and N20
occur naturally and are also generated through human activity. Emissions of CO: are largely by-products
of fossil fuel combustion, whereas CHas results from off-gassing, natural gas leaks from pipelines and
industrial processes, and incomplete combustion associated with agricultural practices, landfills, energy
providers and other industrial facilities. Other human-generated GHGs include fluorinated gases such as
HFCs, PFCs, and SFs, which have much higher heat-absorption potential than CO-, and are byproducts
of certain industrial processes.

CO:s: is the reference gas for climate change, and is the GHG emitted in the highest volume. The effect
that each GHG has on global warming is the product of the mass of their emissions and their global
warming potential (GWP). GWP indicates how much a gas is predicted to contribute to global warming
relative to how much warming would be predicted to be caused by the same mass of CO2. For example,
CHa4and N20 are substantially more potent GHGs than COz, with GWPs of approximately 30 and
approximately 275 times that of CO2, which has a GWP of 1.

In emissions inventories, GHG emissions are typically reported as MT of CO2e. CO:e is calculated as the
product of the mass emitted by a given GHG and its specific GWP. While CH4 and N20 have much higher
GWPs than CO2, COz is emitted in higher quantities and accounts for the majority of GHG emissions in
CO2e, both from commercial developments and human activity.

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS

Given the global nature of climate change impacts, individual project impacts are most appropriately
addressed in terms of the incremental contribution to global cumulative impacts. This approach is
consistent with the view articulated by the IPCC Change Fifth Assessment Report (IPCC, 2014).
Therefore, this analysis is of the cumulative impacts related to climate change.

Methodology

The Proposed Project’s short-term construction-related GHG emissions were estimated using the
CalEEMod. CalEEMod is a statewide model designed to provide a uniform platform for government
agencies, land use planners, and environmental professionals to quantify GHG emissions from land use
projects. The model quantifies direct GHG emissions from construction and operation (including vehicle
use), as well as indirect GHG emissions, such as GHG emissions from energy use, solid waste disposal,
vegetation planting and/or removal, and water use. The site-specific inputs and assumptions used for the
purposes of GHG emissions modeling are listed in Section 3.4.3.
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Operational emissions were estimated based on the anticipated increase in electricity use, using CARB’s
electricity emission factors from the 2018 Regulation for the Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, as well as assumed operations of the proposed additional diesel-powered emergency
generator. Emissions are expressed in annual MT of COze, based on the global warming potential of the
individual pollutants.

The BAAQMD has not developed quantitative GHG thresholds for project level analysis. For this analysis,
predicted project-related GHG emissions were compared to the BAAQMD'’s operational GHG threshold of
1,100 MT of CO2¢e (BAAQMD, 2017b). The quantitative thresholds developed by BAAQMD were
formulated based on AB 32 and California Climate Change Scoping Plan reduction targets. Thus, a
project cannot exceed a numeric BAAQMD threshold without also conflicting with an applicable plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs (the state Climate
Change Scoping Plan). Therefore, if a project exceeds a numeric threshold and results in a significant
cumulative impact, it would also result in a significant cumulative impact with respect to plan, policy, or
regulation consistency, even though the project may incorporate measures and have features that would
reduce its contribution to cumulative GHG emissions.

Questions A and B

Would the project: Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment; or Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for
the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Construction

Construction of the Proposed Project would emit GHG emissions from the combustion of diesel fuel in
heavy equipment. As shown in Table 3-8, GHG emissions associated with construction of the Proposed
Project are estimated to be approximately 203 MT of COze. Construction GHG emissions are a one-time
release and are typically considered separate from operational emissions, as global climate change is
inherently a cumulative effect that occurs over a long period of time and is quantified on a yearly basis. As
discussed earlier, BAAQMD has not established a quantitative threshold relative to construction-related
emissions. Accordingly, construction emissions have been amortized over the estimated life of the
Proposed Project and added to operational emissions.

TABLE 3-8. CONSTRUCTION GHG EMISSIONS

Source o1
MT of CO2e
2021 Construction Activities 181.40
2022 Construction Activities 21.84
Construction-Related GHG Emission 203.24
Amortized over Life of the Project’ 6.77
' Life of the project is estimated to be 30 years based on air district recommendations
(SCAQMD, 2008).
Source: Appendix B.
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Operation

As discussed above, operation of the Proposed Project is not anticipated to result in an increase in
additional traffic. Additionally, the Proposed Project would not increase the effective treatment capacity of
the WWTRP. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in an increase in GHG emissions from
additional traffic or increased WWTRP treatment capacity. However, the proposed MBR facilities would
consume more electric power than the existing facilities. The off-site generation of electricity by electric
suppliers would generate indirect GHG emissions. Additionally, the Proposed Project would generate
GHG emissions from the operation and maintenance of an additional diesel-powered emergency
generator to provide back-up power to the proposed facilities Table 3-9 shows the indirect operational
GHG emissions from the increase in electricity consumption under the Proposed Project and the direct
GHG emissions from emergency generator operation.

TABLE 3-9. OPERATIONAL GHG EMISSIONS

Source GHG

MT of COze
Electricity Use' 0.64
Emergency Generator? 11.46
Operational Emissions 12.10
Amortized Construction Emissions 6.77
Total GHG Emissions 18.87

1 Based on default electricity emission factors from the 2018 Regulations for the
Mandatory Reporting of GHG Emissions and assumed increased annual
electricity use of 1.5 MWh.

2 Based on 30 annual operating hours for maintenance and operation.

Source: Appendix B.

Findings

Less than Significant. As shown in Table 3-9, the combined amortized construction emissions and
operational GHG emissions would be 18.87 MT per year for the life of the project, which is substantially
less than the BAAQMD GHG threshold of 1,100 MT. Additionally, operation of the Proposed Project
would be consistent with the City’s General Plan Climate Change Element by supporting Policy CC6.1 to
improve the energy efficiency of City wastewater treatment facilities. Therefore, because the Proposed
Project would not exceed numeric GHG thresholds and is consistent with the Climate Change Element of
the City’'s General Plan, the Proposed Project would not generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment or conflict with an applicable
plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. The Proposed
Project’s contribution to cumulative effects associated with climate change is considered less than
significant.

Cumulative Impacts

Less than Significant. The Proposed Project would not create any significant new sources of GHG
emissions; therefore, the Proposed Project would not contribute to adverse impacts associated with
cumulative GHG emissions. This impact is considered less than significant.
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Compliance with Federal Environmental Laws and Regulations

As discussed above, the Proposed Project's GHG emissions have been quantified consistent with CEQ
guidance. Furthermore, the Proposed Project would not be adversely affected by climate change. Climate
models for the region forecast mild increases in temperature and incidences of wildfire which are unlikely
to adversely impact the infrastructure built as part of the Proposed Project (CEC, 2016).

MITIGATION MEASURES

None required.
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310 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Less Than
Potentiall Less-Than-
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS Sianif ’: Significant With Sianificant No
ignifican ignifican
MATERIALS g Mitigation g Impact
- Impact Impact
Incorporated
Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or | X O O
disposal of hazardous materials?
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset ] X ] ]
and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste n n n ¢

within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code § 65962.5 and, as a result, O O O X
would it create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety hazard or
excessive noise for people residing or working in
the project area?

f)  Impairimplementation of or physically interfere with
an adopted emergency response plan or ] ] ] X
emergency evacuation plan?

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death O X O O

involving wildland fires?
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SETTING
Regulatory Context

Definition of Hazardous Material

A material is considered hazardous if it appears on a list of hazardous materials prepared by a federal,
State, or local agency, or if it has characteristics defined as hazardous by such an agency. A hazardous
material is defined in Title 22 of the CCR as:

A substance or combination of substances which, because of its quantity,
concentration, or physical, chemical or infectious characteristics, may either

(1) cause, or significantly contribute to, an increase in mortality or an increase in
serious irreversible, or incapacitating reversible, illness; or (2) pose a substantial
present or potential hazard to human health or environment when improperly
treated, stored, transported or disposed of or otherwise managed” (CCR, Title
22, Section 66260.10).

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

The USEPA administers numerous statutes pertaining to human health and the environment. The USEPA
regulates toxic air contaminants through its implementation of the CAA. Although the CAA covers a range
of air pollutants, Section 112(r) specifically covers “extremely hazardous materials” which include acutely
toxic, extremely flammable, and highly explosive substances. Section 112(r) (referred to as the USEPA’s
Risk Management Plan) requires facilities involved in the use or storage of extremely hazardous materials
to implement a Risk Management Plan (RMP). A RMP requires a detailed analysis of potential accident
factors present at a facility and requires the implementation of mitigation measures designed to reduce
the identified accident potential.

The USEPA also regulates the land disposal of hazardous materials through the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA). Under RCRA, the USEPA regulates the activities of waste generators,
transporters, and handlers (any individual who treats, stores, and/or disposes of a designated hazardous
waste). RCRA further requires the tracking of hazardous waste from its generation to its final disposal
through a process often referred to as the “cradle-to-grave” regulation. The “cradle-to-grave” regulation
requires detailed documentation and record keeping for hazardous materials generators, transporters,
and/or handlers in order to ensure proper accountability for violations.

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act

The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act provides a federal fund to
clean up uncontrolled or abandoned hazardous-waste sites as well as accidents, spills, and other
emergency releases of pollutants and contaminants into the environment. Through various enforcement
mechanisms, the USEPA obtains private party cleanup orders and recovers costs from financially viable
individuals and companies once a response action has been completed. Uncontrolled or abandoned
hazardous waste site identification, monitoring, and response activities in states are coordinated though
the state environmental protection or waste management agencies.

November 2020 3-70 City of St. Helena WWTRP Phase | Upgrades Project
Initial Study



3 Environmental Analysis (Checklist)

Federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration

The Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) regulates the preparation and enforcement of
occupational health and safety regulations with the goal of providing employees a safe working
environment. OSHA regulations apply to the work place and cover activities ranging from confined space
entry to toxic chemical exposure. OSHA regulates workplace exposure to hazardous chemicals and
activities through regulations governing work place procedures and equipment.

U.S. Department of Transportation

The U.S. Department of Transportation regulates the interstate transport of hazardous materials and
wastes through implementation of the Hazardous Materials Transportation Act. This act specifies driver-
training requirements, load labeling procedures, and container design and safety specifications.
Transporters of hazardous wastes must also meet the requirements of additional statutes such as RCRA,
discussed previously.

Department of Toxic Substances Control

The California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) regulates the generation, transportation,
treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste under the RCRA and the State Hazardous Waste
Control Law. Both laws impose “cradle-to-grave” regulatory systems for handling hazardous waste in a
manner that protects human health and the environment.

California Occupational Safety and Health Administration

California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal/OSHA) assumes primary responsibility for
developing and enforcing state workplace safety regulations. Cal/OSHA regulations concerning the use of
hazardous materials in the workplace, as detailed in Title 8 of the CCR, include requirements for safety
training, availability of safety equipment, accident and illness prevention programs, hazardous substance
exposure warnings, and emergency action and fire prevention plan preparation.

Cal/OSHA enforces hazard communication program regulations that contain training and information
requirements, including procedures for identifying and labeling hazardous substances, communicating
hazard information related to hazardous substances and their handling, and preparation of health and
safety plans to protect workers and employees at hazardous waste sites. The hazard communication
program requires that Safety Data Sheets be available to employees and that employee information and
training programs be documented.

Regional Water Quality Control Board

The SWRCB and RWQCBs also regulate hazardous substances, materials and wastes through a variety
of state statutes including, for example, the Porter Cologne Water Quality Control Act, Cal. Water Code

§ 13000 et seq., and the underground storage tank cleanup laws (Cal. Health and Safety Code §§ 25280-
25299.8). RWQCBSs regulate all pollutant or nuisance discharges that may affect either surface water or
groundwater. Any person proposing to discharge waste within any region must file a report of waste
discharge with the appropriate regional board. The Proposed Project is located within the jurisdiction of
the SFBRWQCB.
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Certified Unified Program Agency

Hazardous waste management in the City of St. Helena is administered through the Napa County
Division of Environmental Health, Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) (Napa County, 2020c).
CUPA is responsible for the implementation of Unified Programs regarding the monitoring and proper
disposal of hazardous waste, such as underground storage tanks, regulatory oversight of hazardous
materials business plans, and the California Accidental Release Prevention Program (Napa County,
2020c). The St. Helena Fire Department oversees the acquisition, maintenance, and control of hazardous
waste for all activities within the City (City of St. Helena, 2020a).

California Accidental Release Prevention Program, Risk Management Plan

Napa County has implemented a California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) Program in
compliance with the CCR Title 19, Division 2, Chapter 4.5 (California Accidental Release Prevention), and
OSHA Process Safety Management standards (Section 5189 of Title 8 of CCR, or CFR, Title 29, Section
1910.119). This program requires any business that handles more than threshold quantities of a
Regulated Substance to develop a RMP. The RMP is implemented by the business to prevent or mitigate
releases of regulated substances that could have off-site consequences. The City's WWTRP is required
to have a CalARP RMP, as sodium hypochlorite (chlorine) is currently stored at the WWTRP and used in
quantities above the CalARP (100 pound), Cal/OSHA (1,500 pound), or USEPA (2,500 pound)
thresholds.

Environmental Setting
Existing WWTF Hazardous Materials Storage and Toxicity

Operation of the existing WWTRP involves the delivery, use, and storage of hazardous materials. The
WWTRP currently stores sodium hypochlorite, also known as chlorine (Chemical Abstract Registry
Service [CAS] No. 68476-34-6) and diesel fuel (CAS No. 68476-34-6) in maximum daily average
quantities of 5000 gallons and 550 gallons, respectively. Sodium hypochlorite is used in the disinfection
process but can be dangerous when exposed to eyes, skin, or the respiratory system (Fisher Scientific,
2020). Diesel fuel is stored on-site for refueling of vehicles as necessary. Diesel fuel is flammable and
could pose a potential fire risk and is considered hazardous by the 2012 OSHA Hazard Communication
Standard (29 CFR 1910.1200) (Fisher Scientific, 2020). The WWTRP also stores ascorbic acid (vitamin
C) and sodium bisulfite, which are used in the dichlorination process. However, these chemicals are not
considered Regulated Substances per Title 19 of the CCR.

Sensitive Receptors

Sensitive receptors are primarily those that have the potential to come in contact with hazardous material
in its concentrated form. Therefore, WWTRP employees that are on-site are considered the primary
sensitive receptors. In addition, the surrounding land uses and occupants are identified as potential
sensitive receptors. The nearest sensitive receptors to the Project site are a residence located
approximately 160 feet from the WWTRP western parcel boundary, the River Ranch Farm Workers
Housing located approximately 500 feet east from the WWTRP eastern parcel boundary on the opposite
side of the Napa River, a residence approximately 0.2 miles south of the Project site, a building
approximately 630 feet west of the Project site, and a residence along the Napa River approximately
750 feet from the southeast corner of the Project site.
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Study Area and Adjacent Property Database Reports

Database searches were conducted for records of known storage tank sites and known sites of
hazardous materials generation, storage, and/or contamination within the vicinity of the Project site. The
following database resources were reviewed:

= List of Hazardous Waste and Substances sites from the DTSC EnviroStor database (DTSC,
2020);

= Map of Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) Sites locations by County and Fiscal Year
from the SWRCB GeoTracker database (SWRCB, 2020a);

= List of solid waste disposal sites identified by the SWRCB with waste constituents above
hazardous waste levels outside the waste management unit (SWRCB, 2020b);

= List of “active” CDOs and Cleanup and Abatement Orders from the SWRCB (CalEPA, 2020a);
and

= List of hazardous waste facilities subject to corrective action pursuant to Section 25187.5 of the
Health and Safety Code, identified by the DTSC (CalEPA, 2020b).

A discussion of any pertinent findings from the abovementioned databases is provided in Section 3.10.3
below.

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS
Questions A and B

Would the project: Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials; Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?

Construction

Less than Significant with Mitigation. During grading and construction activities, it is anticipated that
limited quantities of miscellaneous hazardous substances, such as gasoline, diesel fuel, hydraulic fluid,
solvents, oils, paints, etc. would temporarily be brought onto the Project site. As with any liquid and solid,
the handling and transfer between one container to another has the potential for an accidental release.
This is a potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure HYD-1 would require the City obtain coverage
under the current NPDES Construction General Permit for construction activities and implement the listed
BMPs during construction, which addresses potential leaks and spills from vehicles and construction
equipment. Furthermore, Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-4, which address hazardous
materials transport, accidental spill prevention, and proper construction staging, would mitigate potential
impacts from accidental release of hazardous materials during construction of the Proposed Project. With
implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-1 and Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-4 and
adherence to regulatory requirements, potential impacts associated with hazardous materials during
construction activities would be less than significant.
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Operation

Less than Significant. With implementation of the Proposed Project, sodium hypochlorite and diesel fuel
would continue to be stored on site. No new hazardous materials would be used as part of the Proposed
Project. All chemicals would be transported, stored and used according to regulatory requirements and
existing procedures for the handling of hazardous materials at the WWTRP. Further, all training, safety,
and emergency response previsions would remain in effect and apply to the Proposed Project. The
WWTRP maintains a CalARP RMP for the accidental release of hazardous materials used and stored at
the WWTRP. With adherence to regulatory hazardous waste requirements and the CalARP RMP, neither
WWTRP employees, the general public, nor surrounding off-site environment are anticipated to encounter
a serious risk through project implementation during operations of the Proposed Project. Operational
impacts would be less than significant.

Question C

Would the project: Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

No Impact. No schools are located within one-quarter mile of the WWTRP. The nearest schools,

St. Helena Montessori School, The Young School Independent Montessori and Mila’s Preschool
Childcare Center Inc., and the St. Helena High School, are located approximately 0.84, 1.20, and 1.20
miles east of the WWTRP, respectively. No impact would occur.

Question D

Would the project: Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code § 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

No Impact. The Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites (Cortese) List is a planning tool used by the
State, local agencies, and developers to comply with CEQA requirements in providing information about
the location of hazardous materials release sites. The Cortese list is prepared in accordance with
California Government Code Section 65962.5. The List of Hazardous Waste and Substances sites from
DTSC EnviroStor and the SWRCB GeoTracker databases were reviewed to locate "Cortese List" sites.
These databases indicated one site in the vicinity of the WWTRP Project site (DTSC, 2020). This site,
identified on the DTSC EnviroStor database, is located approximately 1.43 miles west of the WWTRP at
1141 Main Street and identified as the Klass Cleaners, a dry-cleaning facility (DTSC, 2020). No LUST
Sites were determined to be within 1,000 feet of the WWTRP (SWRCB, 2020a).

The Proposed Project is not located on a site included on a hazardous materials list and therefore, would
not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. No Impact would occur.

Question E

For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard or excessive
noise for people residing or working in the project area?
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No Impact. The Project site is not located within an airport land use plan. No public airports are located
within two miles of the WWTRP. The nearest airport is the Angwin-Parrett Field located over 4.82 miles
north of the WWTRP. Neither temporary construction activities nor operations of the Proposed Project
would affect the safe operations of any local airport. The Proposed Project would not result in a safety
hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the vicinity of a private airstrip. No impact
would occur.

Question F

Would the project: Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan?

No Impact. Construction of the Proposed Project would occur within the existing WWTRP boundaries
and would not result in lane closures and thus would not affect emergency access or evacuation.
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan in place through the State, County, or City. Operation of the Proposed Project
would not interfere with emergency response or evacuation routes in the project vicinity, as no road
construction is proposed and no additional personnel would need to access the Project site. No impact
would occur.

Question G

Would the project: Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving wildland fires?

Less than Significant with Mitigation. As explained in Section 3.21, the Proposed Project is not
located in a fire hazard severity zone and does not involve unique slopes or other factors that would
exacerbate wildfire risks. The risk of igniting a wildfire during construction is not likely, as construction
would occur in a currently developed area surrounded by the Napa River and irrigated vineyard.
However, construction-related activities associated with the Proposed Project could involve the use of
spark-producing construction equipment, which could temporarily increase the risk of igniting a fire on the
Project site. This is a potentially significant impact. To reduce the risk of wildland fires, Mitigation
Measure HAZ 4 would be required to mitigate the potential to ignite fires during construction, such as
requiring construction equipment to be equipped with a spark arrestor in good working order. The amount
of diesel fuel stored on site would not increase as part of the Proposed Project and would be transported,
stored, and used according to regulatory requirements and existing procedures for the handling of
hazardous materials at the WWTRP. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ 4, the
Proposed Project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving wildland fires, and impacts would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts

Less than Significant with Mitigation. Hazard-Related impacts are site specific (i.e., have the potential
to affect only a limited area). Various existing and proposed development infrastructure, including
residential, industrial, and public facilities in the vicinity of the WWTRP would all involve the storage, use,
disposal, and transport of hazardous materials to varying degrees during construction and operations.
Hazardous materials utilized during construction and operations of the WWTRP would be limited to the
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existing Project site. The transport of hazardous chemicals to the WWTRP would be regulated in a similar
fashion to other cumulative projects that require the transport of hazardous chemicals for site-specific
operations.

Construction of the Proposed Project could potentially have adverse impacts associated with hazards and
hazardous materials. Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-4, which address hazardous materials
transport, accidental spill prevention, construction staging, and fire ignition, would mitigate potential
impacts from accidental release of hazardous materials and the potential to ignite a wildfire during
construction of the Proposed Project to a less-than-significant level. Reduction of on-site hazardous
related impacts, as discussed above, would ensure that construction activities would not result in impacts
that would be cumulatively considerable.

Operation of the Proposed Project and cumulative projects could result in a cumulative impact if these
projects were to result in potential exposure of hazardous materials to sensitive individuals or the general
public-at-large, or if additional projects in the vicinity were to include the use or storage of hazardous
materials. The WWTRP would comply with the existing WWTRP RMP as discussed above. Because
hazardous materials use would be properly contained on-site, operation of the Proposed Project would
not contribute to cumulatively considerable hazardous impacts.

MITIGATION MEASURES
HAZ-1

The City shall ensure through the enforcement of contractual obligations that all contractors transport,
store, and handle construction-required hazardous materials in a manner consistent with relevant
regulations and guidelines, which may include, but is not limited to, transporting and storing materials in
appropriate and approved containers, maintaining required clearances, and handling materials using
approved protocols.

HAZ-2

An accidental spill prevention and response plan shall be developed which will include a list of all
hazardous materials used and/or stored on the Project site during construction activities; appropriate
information about initial spill response, containment, and cleanup strategies; and a list of appropriate City
contact information. The spill prevention and response plan shall be included as a component of the
SWPPP described in Mitigation Measure HYD-1. The plan shall require containment equipment and
sufficient supplies to combat spills of oil or hazardous substances shall be on site at all times during
construction.

HAZ-3

Construction staging shall be established a minimum distance of 100 feet away from the Napa River. The
storage of construction materials, including oils and hazardous substances will be at a distance of 100
feet from all drainage courses to prevent spills from reaching the aquatic environment. No vehicle
maintenance shall occur on-site during construction.
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HAZ-4

During construction, staging areas, welding areas, or areas slated for development using spark-producing
equipment shall be cleared of dried vegetation or other materials that could serve as fire fuel. To the
extent feasible, the contractor shall keep these areas clear of combustible materials in order to maintain a
fire break. Any construction equipment that normally includes a spark arrester shall be equipped with an
arrester in good working order. This includes, but is not limited to, vehicles, heavy equipment, and
chainsaws.
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3.1
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY

HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-Than-
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade surface or ground water quality?

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that the project may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the basin?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river or through the
addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which
would:

i) result in a substantial erosion or siltation on-
or off-site;

i) substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result
in flooding on- or offsite;

iii) create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff; or

iv) impede or redirect flood flows?

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk
release of pollutants due to project inundation?

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater
management plan?
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SETTING
Regulatory Context
Clean Water Act

The CWA (33 USC §§ 1251-1376), as amended by the Water Quality Act of 1987, is the major federal
legislation governing water quality. The objective of the CWA is “to restore and maintain the chemical,
physical, and biological integrity of the Nation’s waters.” Important sections of the Act are as follows:

= Sections 303 and 304 provide for water quality standards, criteria, and guidelines. Under Section
303(d) of the CWA, the USEPA publishes a list every two years of impaired bodies of water for
which water quality objectives are not attained. Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL) are
established for contaminants of concern in order to ensure contamination levels decrease over
time.

= Section 401 (Water Quality Certification) requires an applicant for any federal permit that
proposes an activity, which may result in a discharge to waters of the United States to obtain
certification from the state that the discharge will comply with other provisions of the Act.

=  Section 402 establishes the NPDES, a permitting system for the discharge of any pollutant
(except for dredged or fill material) into waters of the United States. This permit program is
administered by the SWRCB and is discussed in detail below.

= Section 404 establishes a permit program for the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters
of the United States. This permit program is jointly administered by USACE and the USEPA.

Federal Anti-Degradation Policy

The federal Anti-Degradation Policy is part of the CWA (Section 303(d)) and is designed to protect water
quality and water resources. The policy directs states to adopt a statewide policy that includes the
following primary provisions: (1) existing instream uses and the water quality necessary to protect those
uses shall be maintained and protected; (2) where existing water quality is better than necessary to
support fishing and swimming conditions, that quality shall be maintained and protected unless the state
finds that allowing lower water quality is necessary for important local economic or social development;
and (3) where high-quality waters constitute an outstanding national resource, such as waters of national
and state parks, wildlife refuges, and waters of exceptional recreational or ecological significance, that
water quality shall be maintained and protected.

Safe Drinking Water Act

Under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) (Public Law 93-523), passed in 1974, USEPA regulates
contaminants of concern to domestic water supply. Contaminants of concern relevant to domestic water
supply are defined as those that pose a public health threat or that alter the aesthetic acceptability of the
water. These types of contaminants are regulated by USEPA primary and secondary Maximum
Contaminant Levels (MCL). MCLs and the process for setting these standards are reviewed triennially.
Amendments to the SDWA enacted in 1986 established an accelerated schedule for setting drinking
water MCLs.
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National Pollution Discharge Elimination System

Under Section 402(p) of the CWA, the USEPA established the NPDES to enforce discharge standards
from a variety of sources. Both point source and non-point-source pollution is covered under the NPDES.
Dischargers in both categories can apply for individual discharge permits, or apply for coverage under the
General Permits that cover certain qualified dischargers. Point source discharges come from “any
discernible, confined, and discrete conveyance,” including municipal and industrial wastewater,
stormwater runoff, combined sewer overflows, sanitary sewer overflows, and municipal separated storm
sewer systems. NPDES permits impose limits on the pollutants discharged based on minimum
performance standards or the quality of the receiving water, whichever type is more stringent in a given
situation.

NPDES Permit — Disposal of Treated Effluent

The WWTRP’s wastewater discharge is permitted through the SFBRWQCB. The City has a Water
Reclamation Requirements Order No. 87-090 to regulate effluent discharge to land, and a recently
updated NPDES Permit Order No. R2-2016-0003 to regulate discharge to the Napa River. The 2016
NPDES permit contains more stringent effluent limits for BOD and TSS, which the WWTRP anticipates
that it would have difficulty meeting based on historical testing. As a result, the SFBRWQCB issued CDO
No. R2-2016-0004 to the City, which mandated the WWTRP to comply with the specified discharge
requirements, and to perform a feasibility study to evaluate and/or identify modifications to the WWTRP
that would meet the new effluent limits.

NPDES Permit — Stormwater Drainage

Stormwater drainage at the WWTRP is regulated under NPDES General Permit No. CAS000001, titled
Statewide General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Industrial Activities. The General
Permit effectively prohibits the discharge of materials other than stormwater that are not authorized.

NPDES Permit — Construction Activity

The City must comply with the requirements of the most recent version of the NPDES Construction
General Permit (currently the 2017 Construction General Permit). This permit regulates discharges from
construction sites that disturb one acre or more of total land area. By law, all storm water discharges
associated with construction activity where clearing, grading, and excavation results in soil disturbance
must comply with the provisions of this NPDES permit. The permitting process requires the development
and implementation of an effective SWPPP. The project applicant must submit a Notice of Intent to the
SWRCB to be covered by a NPDES permit and prepare the SWPPP prior to the beginning of
construction. The SWPPP must include BMPs to reduce pollutants and any more stringent controls
necessary to meet state and local water quality standards.

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (California Water Code Section 13000 et seq.) provides the
basis for water quality regulation within California. The Act requires a “Report of Waste Discharge” for any
discharge of waste (liquid, solid, or otherwise) to land or surface waters that may impair a beneficial use
of surface or groundwater of the State. The RWQCB implements waste discharge requirements identified
in the Report.
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State Non-Degradation Policy

In 1968, as required under the federal Anti-Degradation Policy described previously, the SWRCB adopted
a Non-Degradation Policy aimed at maintaining high quality for waters in California. The Non-degradation
Policy states that the disposal of wastes into state waters shall be regulated to achieve the highest water
quality consistent with maximum benefit to the people of the state and to promote the peace, health,
safety, and welfare of the people of the state. The policy provides as follows:

1.  Where the existing quality of water is better than required under existing water quality control
plans, such quality would be maintained until it has been demonstrated that any change would be
consistent with maximum benefit to the people of the state and would not unreasonably affect
present and anticipated beneficial uses of such water.

2. Any activity which produces waste or increases the volume or concentration of waste and which
discharges to existing high-quality waters would be required to meet WDRs that would ensure (1)
pollution or nuisance would not occur and (2) the highest water quality consistent with the
maximum benefit to the people of the state would be maintained.

Napa County General Plan

The Napa County General Plan includes a Water Resources Element, which addresses water resources
by providing background information, goals, policies, and action items related to water quality, quantity,
and conservation by highlighting the importance of water supply planning and monitoring and the
importance of protecting natural systems that provide water for consumptive uses, including groundwater
supplies.

California Code of Regulations - Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 3 — Water Recycling Criteria

This section of the CCR, commonly referred to as Title 22, establishes the recycled water quality criteria,
acceptable uses of recycled water, wastewater treatment requirements for each use, use area
requirements, engineering report requirements, reporting and record keeping requirements, and design
requirements for operational reliability of treatment.

The regulations establish acceptable levels of constituents in recycled water for a range of uses and
prescribe means for assurance of reliability in the production of recycled water. Criteria for the production
of recycled water include water quality standards, treatment process requirements, operational
requirements, and treatment reliability requirements. The intent of the regulations is to ensure the
protection of public health associated with the use of recycled water. Title 22 recycled water regulations
for a specific reuse category are based on the expected degree of contact with the recycled water.

City of St. Helena Municipal Code

Title 13 of the City’s municipal code includes several chapters related to hydrology and water quality.
These chapters provide ordinances pertaining to water service systems, water management, water use
efficiency and new development, wells, sewer service systems, wastewater discharge, stormwater and
runoff pollution control, and more.
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Regional Hydrology
Napa River

The Project site is bordered by the Napa River, which runs east of the property. The Napa River runs

through the Napa River Watershed and drains into many tributaries along a 55-mile segment from the
headwaters of St. Helena and ultimately drains into the San Pablo Bay to the south (Napa Resources
Conservation District, 2020). The Napa River lies within USGS hydrologic unit code (HUC) 18050002
(USGS, 2020c). Average annual rainfall for the City is approximately 37 inches, the majority of which

occurs between December and March (U.S. Climate Data, 2019).

The Napa River is a gauged, perennial river. The majority of peak flows generally occur during the winter
and spring months following significant rain or snow. Background flow data collected by the USGS
indicates that average flow of the Napa River is approximately 2.2 cubic feet per second, or
approximately 1.4 million gallons per day (USGS, 2020d).

Water Quality

The Napa River is listed on the CWA Section 303(d) list of impaired waterbodies for nutrients, pathogens,
and sedimentation/siltation (SWRCB, 2014). The listing for sediment in the Napa River originated from
fine sediment impacts to spawning and rearing habitat as noted in the TMDL. The TMDL provides actions
to reduce fine sediment input to the non-tidal portions of the main stems and all freshwater tributaries.

Floodplain

FEMA oversees the delineation of flood zones and the provision of federal disaster assistance. FEMA
manages the National Flood Insurance Program and publishes the Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM),
that show the expected frequency and severity of flooding by area, typically for the existing land use and
type of drainage/flood control facilities present. The Project site is located on FIRM 06055C0264E, FIRM
06055C0377E, FIRM 06055C0270E, and FIRM 06055C0385E. Eastern portions of the Project site along
the Napa River are within a FEMA-defined Regulatory Floodway, classified as Zone AE. A “Regulatory
Floodway” is defined by FEMA as the channel of a river or other watercourse and the adjacent land areas
that must be reserved in order to discharge the base flood without cumulatively increasing the water
surface elevation more than a designated height. Communities must regulate development in these
floodways to ensure that there are no increases in upstream flood elevations (FEMA, 2019). A portion of
the Project site (mainly the irrigation spray field, which would have no development) is within a 1 Percent
Annual Chance Flood Hazard Zone (100-year floodplain). Additionally, a small portion of the existing
WWTRP ponds and a section of the irrigation spray field is within a 0.2 Percent Annual Chance Flood
Hazard Zone (500-year floodplain). However, the gravel area where the MBR system and the maijority of
the upgrades would be located is outside the 100- and 500-year floodplain, in an area of minimal flood
hazard (Zone X) (CalOES, 2015; FEMA, 2020). FEMA flood zones are depicted on Figure 3-6.

Groundwater

The City is located in the Napa Valley Subbasin in the Napa-Sonoma Valley Groundwater Basin. The
Napa-Sonoma Valley Groundwater Basin is designated as a high priority basin under the Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). Under SGMA, high and medium priority basins should reach
sustainability within 20 years of implementing their sustainability plans. Napa County does not currently
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have a Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP), but development of a GSP is in progress and a finalized
GSP will be submitted by January 31, 2022 (Napa County, 2020e).

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS
Question A

Would the project: Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise
substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?

Less than Significant with Mitigation. Construction of the Proposed Project could potentially violate
water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, as construction equipment and materials have
the potential to leak, thereby discharging pollutants into stormwater or groundwater. Construction site
pollutants include particulate matter, sediment, oils and greases, concrete, and adhesives. Discharge of
these pollutants could result in contamination of area drainages and the Napa River, causing an
exceedance of water quality objectives. This is a potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure
HYD-1 would require the City obtain coverage under the current NPDES Construction General Permit for
construction activities and implement the listed BMPs during construction to prevent impacts to water
quality.

As discussed in Section 2.3.2, the Proposed Project has been designed to increase the quality of treated
effluent discharged to the Napa River to meet the waste discharge requirements set forth in the 2016
Permit. These requirements were established to attain and maintain applicable water quality criteria to
protect the designated beneficial uses of receiving waters, which includes the Napa River.
Implementation of the Proposed Project would improve water quality and would result in compliance with
WDRs that are protective of such beneficial uses. Therefore, operation of the Proposed Project would not
have a significant impact on the water quality of the Napa River.

With implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-1, the Proposed Project would comply with the
California General NPDES Permit for construction activities and impacts related to water quality
standards would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. Furthermore, implementation of the Proposed
Project would improve the quality of wastewater discharged at the WWTRP.

Question B

Would the project: Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the
basin?

Less than Significant. All water uses within the WWTRP are non-potable and pumped from an on-site
well. As discussed in Section 2.4.2, treated water stored in the clearwell of the MBR system would be
used as process water at the WWTRP for cleaning and other minor uses associated with WWTRP
operations. Therefore, the MBR system would not require an additional water supply and may reduce
overall groundwater consumption at the WWTRP.

The Proposed Project would replace approximately 63,000 square feet of existing gravel with asphalt
pavement, thereby increasing the impervious surfaces on the Project site and potentially impeding
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groundwater recharge. However, as described in Section 3.8, the soils on the Project site are well-
drained; the WWTRP is surrounded by agricultural fields which could absorb additional runoff and allow
groundwater recharge. Therefore, impacts to groundwater resources would be less than significant.

Question C

Would the project: Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a
manner which would: i) result in a substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; ii) substantially increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or offsite; iii) create or
contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or iv) impede or redirect flood flows?

Less than Significant with Mitigation. Grading, cut and fill activities, and earth-moving activities
associated with construction of the Proposed Project have the potential to result in erosion, siltation,
temporary changes to drainage patterns, and contamination of stormwater. This is a potentially significant
impact. Water quality decreases with increased turbidity and TSS that result from erosion and siltation of
stockpiled soil or open excavations, influencing downstream ecology. However, Mitigation Measure
HYD-1 would ensure compliance with the CWA by requiring the City to obtain coverage under the current
NPDES Construction General Permit for construction activities and implement the listed BMPs during
construction to prevent impacts resulting from erosion. Implementation of BMPs such as the use of fiber
rolls, hay bales, and silt fencing, would reduce the potential for sediment and stormwater runoff containing
pollutants from entering receiving waters. The Construction General Permit also includes post-
construction performance standards, requiring all construction sites match pre-project hydrology to
ensure that the physical and biological integrity of aquatic ecosystems are sustained.

The MBR system and associated upgrades would be constructed and located on a currently developed
and relatively flat area of the WWTRP. The Proposed Project would not substantially alter the existing
topography and drainage patterns would not be permanently altered. The Proposed Project would replace
approximately 63,000 square feet of existing gravel with asphalt pavement, thereby increasing the
impervious surfaces on the Project site and potentially increasing surface runoff. However, any increased
runoff would be minimal and would not result in flooding on or off site and would not exceed the capacity
of existing stormwater drainage systems. Furthermore, WWTRP upgrades would occur primarily in the
laydown storage yard, which is located in an area of minimal flood hazard (FEMA-classified Zone X) and
would not place structures within a floodplain such that flood flows would be impeded or redirected.

With implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-1, the Proposed Project would comply with the
California General NPDES Permit for construction activities and impacts related to alterations in drainage
patterns and impervious surfaces would be reduced to less-than-significant levels.

Question D
Would the project: In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project

inundation?

Less than Significant. As previously mentioned, a portion of the Project site (mainly the irrigation spray
fields, which would have no development) is within a 1 Percent Annual Chance Flood Hazard Zone and a

November 2020 3-85 City of St. Helena WWTRP Phase | Upgrades Project
Initial Study



3 Environmental Analysis (Checklist)

small portion of the existing WWTRP ponds and a section of the irrigation spray field is within a

0.2 Percent Annual Chance Flood Hazard Zone. However, the gravel area where the MBR system and
the majority of the upgrades would be located is classified by FEMA as an area of minimal flood hazard
(Zone X). The MBR treatment system and associated upgrades would be constructed and located on
currently developed areas of the WWTRP in an area of minimal flood hazard. The WWTRP would not be
expanded further into any flood hazard zone. The Project site is not located in a tsunami emergency
response planning zone or a seiche zone (CalOES, 2015). In addition, the Proposed Project does not
involve building any levees or dams and would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury, or death involving flooding due to dam or levee failure. Therefore, the Proposed Project would
not result in flooding on- or off-site and impacts would be less than significant.

Question E

Would the project: Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable
groundwater management plan?

Less than Significant. As previously discussed, construction of the Proposed Project would not
substantially alter the drainage pattern of the Project site, create or contribute runoff water that would
exceed the capacity of stormwater drainage systems, or impact groundwater recharge. As previously
discussed, the MBR system would not require an additional water supply and may reduce overall
groundwater consumption at the WWTRP. The Proposed Project has been designed to increase the
quality of treated effluent discharged to the Napa River to meet the more stringent waste discharge
requirements set forth in the 2016 Permit. Implementation of the Proposed Project would improve water
quality and would result in compliance with WDRs. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in
significant impacts to a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. Impacts
would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts

Less than Significant with Mitigation. The Proposed Project and potential cumulative projects in the
vicinity of the Project site would be required to comply with the NPDES Construction General Permit,
which is intended to reduce the potential for cumulative impacts to water quality during construction (refer
to Mitigation Measure HYD-1). Therefore, impacts on cumulative construction-related water quality
effects would be less than significant after compliance with the NPDES Construction General Permit.

Additionally, the Proposed Project would improve the water quality of the treated effluent discharged to
the Napa River and would not require additional water supplies. When considered with other potential
development in the area, the Proposed Project would not result in adverse cumulative impacts due to
surface water quality, or to groundwater supplies and quality. Each of the cumulative development
projects and the Proposed Project would be subject to local, State, and federal regulations designed to
minimize cumulative impacts. Mitigation measures for the Proposed Project in combination with
compliance with City, State, and federal regulations, are expected to reduce cumulatively considerable
impacts to a less-than-significant level.
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Compliance with Federal Environmental Laws and Regulations

As discussed above, preventative measures shall be taken to avoid surface water contamination (see
Mitigation Measures HYD-1, BIO-1, and HAZ-1 through HAZ-3) and there are no federally protected
wetlands or Waters of the U.S. located within the Project site. Therefore, permitting in accordance with
the CWA is not necessary. Additionally, no nearby rivers are classified as wild and scenic (National Wild
and Scenic Rivers System, 2020). Construction and operation of the Proposed Project would take place
within existing developed and disturbed areas and could result in only slight changes to the volume and
rate of runoff; therefore, the Proposed Project would not impact groundwater recharge or storm water
conveyance and detention. As discussed above, a portion of the Project site is within a 1 Percent Annual
Chance Flood Hazard Zone and a small portion of the existing WWTRP ponds and a section of the
irrigation spray field is within a 0.2 Percent Annual Chance Flood Hazard Zone. Federal EO 11988
outlines an eight-step decision-making process for floodplain impacts, which includes searching for
practical alternatives to avoid development within a floodplain. There is no practical way to upgrade the
WWTRP and install a MBR treatment system through an off-site alternative, as the system needs to
utilize and connect to the existing pond system. Furthermore, the proposed MBR system and the bulk of
construction would occur in an area classified by FEMA as an area of minimal flood hazard (Zone X), with
only necessary upgrades to existing facilities being located within the 1 percent and 0.2 percent annual
change flood hazard zones. The Proposed Project would comply with all federal regulations relating to
hydrology and water quality.

MITIGATION MEASURES
HYD-1

The City shall obtain coverage for project related construction activities under the SWRCB NPDES
Construction General Permit. The SWRCB requires that all construction sites have adequate control
measures to reduce the discharge of sediment and other pollutants to streams to ensure compliance with
Section 303 of the CWA. To comply with the NPDES permit, the City will file a Notice of Intent with the
SWRCB and prepare a SWPPP prior to construction, which shall include a detailed, site-specific listing of
the potential sources of stormwater pollution; pollution prevention measures (erosion and sediment
control measures and measures to control non-stormwater discharges and hazardous spills) including a
description of the type and location of erosion and sediment control BMPs to be implemented at the
Project site; and a BMP monitoring and maintenance schedule to determine the amount of pollutants
leaving the Project site. A copy of the SWPPP must be current and remain on the Project site. Control
measures are required prior to and throughout the rainy season. Water quality BMPs identified in the
SWPPP could include, but are not limited to, the following:

= Areas where ground disturbance would occur shall be identified in advance of construction and
limited to only approved areas.

= All vehicular construction traffic shall be confined to the designated access routes and staging
areas.

= All equipment maintenance and cleaning shall be confined to staging areas. Staging areas
utilized for equipment maintenance and cleaning shall be located a minimum of 100 feet from
streams and waterways, including the Napa River. No vehicle maintenance shall occur on-site
during construction.
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= All supervisory construction personnel shall be informed of environmental concerns, permit
conditions, and final project specifications. Said Personnel will be responsible for instructing all
on-site work to meet the requirements of the SWPPP including making sure all work is conducted
outside of protected trees’ drip lines to the extent possible.

= Restore disturbed areas to pre-construction contours to the fullest extent possible.

= Hay/straw bales and silt fences would be used to control erosion during stormwater runoff events.
= Salvage, store, and use the highest quality soil for native re-vegetation/seeding.

= Leave drainage gaps in topsoil and spoil piles to accommodate/reduce surface water runoff.

= Sediment control measures shall be in place prior to the onset of the rainy season and will be
maintained until disturbed areas have been re-vegetated. Erosion control structures must be in
place and operational at the end of each day if work activities are to occur during the rainy
season.

= Fiber rolls shall be placed along the perimeter of disturbed areas to ensure sediment and other
potential contaminants of concern are not transported off-site or to open trenches. Locations of
fiber rolls will be field adjusted as needed and according to the advice of the certified SWPPP
inspector.

= Vehicles and equipment stored in the construction staging area shall be inspected regularly for
signs of leakage. Leak-prone equipment will be staged over an impervious surface or other
suitable means will be provided to ensure containment of any leaks. Vehicle/equipment wash
waters or solvents will not be discharged to surface waters or drainage areas.

= During the rainy season (dates to be specified in the SWPPP), soil stockpiles and material
stockpiles will be covered and protected from the wind and precipitation. Plastic sheeting will be
used to cover the stockpiles and straw wattles will be placed at the base for perimeter control.

= All contractors shall immediately control the source of any leak and immediately contain any spill
utilizing appropriate spill containment and countermeasures. All leaks and spills shall be reported
to the designated representative of the lead contractor and shall be evaluated to determine if the
spill or leak meets mandatory SWPPP reporting requirements. Contaminated media shall be
collected and disposed of at an off-site facility approved to accept such media.
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3.12 LAND USE/PLANNING

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
Less Than
. o Less-
Potentially | Significant
_— . Than- No
LAND USE/PLANNING Significant With o
e Significant | Impact
Impact Mitigation
Impact
Incorporated
Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community? ] ] ] X
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict
with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the O O X O
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
SETTING
Regulatory Context
City of St. Helena General Plan Update 2040
Applicable City General Plan goals, policies, and objectives include:
Land Use and Growth Management
LUSA1 Discourage conversion of existing farmland to non-agricultural uses.
Public Facilities and Services
PF1.S Provide for capital needs of water and wastewater systems.
PF2.B Continue wastewater treatment system upgrades to reduce the number and scale of

implementation constraints on the recycled water program. This can ensure that the
system is ready for investment when funding for implementation becomes available.

City of St. Helena Municipal Code

Applicable City zoning ordinances include:

Chapter 17.68 Public and Quasi-Public (PQP) District: conditional uses within the PQP district include
uses, building, structures, facilities and activities owned, leased or operated by public
and/or quasi-public entities. Because of the wide variety of possible public and quasi-
public uses and legal relationships involved it is not possible to fully implement the
traditional list of uses with fixed development standards. As a result, all public and quasi-
public uses in the PQP district shall require a use permit, public hearing and review.
Requirements for landscaping and screening are also incorporated into the PQP district.
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Napa County Code of Ordinances

County zoning ordinances that are applicable to parcels surrounding the Project site include:

Chapter 18.16 Agricultural Preserve (AP) District: the AP district classification is intended to be applied
in the fertile valley and foothill areas of Napa County in which agriculture is and should
continue to be the predominant land use, where uses incompatible to agriculture should
be precluded and where the development of urban-type uses would be detrimental to the
continuance of agriculture and the maintenance of open space which are economic and
aesthetic attributes and assets of the county.

Chapter 18.20 Agricultural Watershed (AW) District: the AW district classification is intended to be
applied in those areas of the county where the predominant use is agriculturally oriented,
where watershed areas, reservoirs and floodplain tributaries are located, where
development would adversely impact on all such uses, and where the protection of
agriculture, watersheds and floodplain tributaries from fire, pollution and erosion is
essential to the general health, safety and welfare.

Napa County General Plan (2018)

County goals, policies, and objectives would be relevant when analyzing cumulative impacts of the
Proposed Project, as the Proposed Project may cause cumulative impacts beyond City limits. The
Agricultural Preservation and Land Use Element of the Napa County General Plan (2013) contains
several goals and policies pertaining to agricultural resources in the County. Agricultural resources are
discussed below in the context of the zoning for the irrigation spray fields. County General Plan goals,
policies, and objectives relevant to the cumulative setting include:

Goal AG/LU-1 Preserve existing agricultural land uses and plan for agriculture and related activities as
the primary land uses in Napa County.

Goal AG/LU-5 With municipalities, other governmental units, and the private sector, plan for commercial,
industrial, residential, recreational, and public land uses in locations that are compatible
with adjacent uses and agriculture.

Policy AG/LU-3 The County’s planning concepts and zoning standards shall be designed to minimize
conflicts arising from encroachment of urban uses into agricultural areas. Land in
proximity to existing urbanized areas currently in mixed agricultural and rural residential
uses will be treated as buffer areas and further parcelization of these areas will be
discouraged.

Policy AG/LU- No new non-agricultural use or development of a parcel located in an agricultural area
shall be permitted unless it is needed for the agricultural use of the parcel, except as
provided in Policies AG/LU-2, AG/LU-5, AG/LU-26, AG/LU-44, AG/LU-45, and ROS-1.
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Environmental Setting
Project Site Land Uses

The 124-acre Project site encompasses the existing WWTRP, including the storage laydown area, the
existing wastewater pond system, and irrigation spray fields (Figures 2-2, 2-3, and 2-4). Existing
WWTRP facilities are described in Section 2.3. The Project site consists of four parcels. The parcels
which comprise the development footprint and contain the existing laydown yard and pond system (APNs
030-240-013 and 030-240-009) are entirely within City limits and are zoned, which are intended to
provide for government-owned facilities (City of St. Helena, 2018). The parcels that contain the irrigation
spray fields (APNs 030-240-017 and 030-250-018) are within unincorporated Napa County and are zoned
AP District (Napa County, 2020a).

Surrounding Land Uses

Surround land uses are mainly comprised of vineyards and scattered residential housing. Lands to the
west and south of the Project site are within unincorporated Napa County and are zoned AP. Lands to the
east of the Project site and Napa River are also within unincorporated Napa County and zoned AW
District. A residence is located directly adjacent to the northwest boundary of the Project site (APN 030-
240-008); this parcel is located within unincorporated Napa County and is zoned AP. State Route
29/State Route 128 runs in a north/south direction approximately one mile away from the western
boundary of the Project site.

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS
Question A

Would the project: Physically divide an established community?

No Impact. Projects that have the potential to physically divide an established community typically
include new freeways and highways, major arterials streets, and railroad lines. The Proposed Project
would occur within the existing WWTRP limits; therefore, it would not physically divide an established
community. No impact would occur.

Question B

Would the project: Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

Less than Significant. The Proposed Project would be constructed within the existing WWTRP
boundaries in an area designated for Public Facilities. No development or improvements are proposed to
the existing irrigation spray fields, which are zoned AP, and no agricultural land is proposed to be
removed or developed. Land uses adjacent to the Project site consist of agriculture, agriculture
supporting businesses, and scattered residences. Construction of the Proposed Project may create
temporary land use conflicts with the sensitive land uses near to the Project site from dust and noise. The
probability of these nuisances occurring, as well as mitigation measures to lessen their impact, is
discussed further in Section 3.4, Air Quality, and Section 3.14, Noise. After mitigation, all possible
nuisances associated with the construction of the Proposed Project in proximity to sensitive land uses
would be reduced to less than significant.
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The Proposed Project is consistent with applicable policies in the City’s General Plan; specifically,
Objective PF2.B detailed above to continue wastewater treatment system upgrades. The upgrades to the
WWTRP would be consistent with all water quality standards as discussed in Section 3.11, Hydrology
and Water Quality. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project would not conflict with any plans,
policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Impacts
would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts

Less than Significant. Potential cumulative projects in the vicinity of the Project site, including population
growth resulting from build-out of the City’s and County’s General Plans, would be developed in
accordance with local and regional planning documents. As described above, lands to the west and south
of the Project site are within unincorporated Napa County and are zoned AP. Lands to the east of the
Project site and Napa River are also within unincorporated Napa County and zoned AW. Because these
two land uses protect agricultural uses, including preserving agricultural land from future development,
and are mostly developed with vineyards, it is not likely that areas surrounding the WWTRP would
support growth in a way that would conflict with operations at the WWTRP. Thus, cumulative impacts
associated with land use compatibility are expected be less than significant. Additionally, as discussed
above, the Proposed Project is consistent with the General Plan land use designations, goals, and
policies, and thus would not contribute to the potential for adverse cumulative land use effects.

MITIGATION MEASURES

None required.
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3.13 MINERAL RESOURCES

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
Less Than
. L Less-
Potentially [ Significant
. L ) Than- No
Mineral Resources Significant With o
o Significant | Impact
Impact Mitigation
Impact
Incorporated
Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that O O O X
would be a value to the region and the residents of the state?
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific ] ] ] X

plan or other land use plan?

SETTING
Regulatory Setting

Pursuant to the mandate of the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975, the State Mining and
Geology Board designates mineral deposits that have regional, multi-community, or statewide economic
significance (Napa County, 2005b).

Environmental Setting

Napa County has traditionally been dominated by agriculture and some manufacturing industries (Napa
County, 2005b). In recent decades, the most economically significant production has been the mining and
processing of crushed rock for the production of building stone and aggregate produced from hard-rock
quarries. Since the late 1800s, mineral commodities mined in Napa County have consisted of chromite,
chrysotile asbestos, clays, magnesite, manganese, mercury, mineral water, obsidian, petroleum, pumice,

gold, silver, and quarry rock (Napa County, 2005b). The Project site does not contain known mineral

deposits which are either of statewide significance or the significance of which requires further evaluation

(USGS, 2020).

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS

Questions A and B

Would the project: Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be a value to

the region and the residents of the state; Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral

resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

No impact. According to the USGS Mineral Resources Data System, there are no known mineral

resources located on the Project site. Therefore, the Proposed Action would not result in the loss of
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availability of any mineral resources that could be of value to the region. Additionally, there are no locally

important mineral resource recovery sites in the area (USGS, 2020). No impacts would occur to mineral
resources.

MITIGATION MEASURES

None required.
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3.14 NOISE
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Less Than Less-
Significant With Than- No
Mitigation Significant Impact

Potentially
NOISE Significant

Impact
Incorporated Impact

Would the project result in:

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the vicinity of the project in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies?

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration
or groundborne noise levels?

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a
private airstrip or an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, | | O X
would the project expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

SETTING
Background Information on Noise
Fundamentals of Acoustics

Acoustics is the science of sound. Sound may be thought of as mechanical energy of a vibrating object
transmitted by pressure waves through a medium to human (or animal) ears. If the pressure variations
occur frequently enough (at least 20 times per second), then they can be heard and are called sound.
The number of pressure variations per second is called the frequency of sound and is expressed as
cycles per second or Hertz.

Noise is a subjective reaction to different types of sounds. Noise is typically defined as (airborne) sound
that is loud, unpleasant, unexpected or undesired, and may therefore be classified as a more specific
group of sounds. Perceptions of sound and noise are highly subjective from person to person.

Measuring sound directly in terms of pressure would require a very large and awkward range of numbers.
To avoid this, the decibel (dB) scale was devised. The decibel scale uses the hearing threshold (20
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micropascals), as a point of reference, defined as 0 dB. Other sound pressures are then compared to this
reference pressure, and the logarithm is taken to keep the numbers in a practical range. The decibel
scale allows a million-fold increase in pressure to be expressed as 120 dB, and changes in levels (dB)
correspond closely to human perception of relative loudness.

The perceived loudness of sounds is dependent upon many factors, including sound pressure level and
frequency content. However, within the usual range of environmental noise levels, perception of loudness
is relatively predictable, and can be approximated by A-weighted sound levels. There is a strong
correlation between A-weighted sound levels (expressed as dBA) and the way the human ear perceives
sound. For this reason, the A-weighted sound level has become the standard tool of environmental noise
assessment.

The decibel scale is logarithmic, not linear. In other words, two sound levels 10-dB apart differ in acoustic
energy by a factor of 10. When the standard logarithmic decibel is A-weighted, an increase of 10-dBA is
generally perceived as a doubling in loudness. For example, a 70-dBA sound is half as loud as an 80-
dBA sound, and twice as loud as a 60 dBA sound.

Community noise is commonly described in terms of the ambient noise level, which is defined as the all-
encompassing noise level associated with a given environment. A common statistical tool is the average,
or equivalent, sound level (Leq), Which corresponds to a steady-state A weighted sound level containing
the same total energy as a time varying signal over a given time period (usually one hour). The Leq is the
foundation of the composite noise descriptor, Lan, and shows very good correlation with community
response to noise.

The day/night average level (also referred to as Lan) is based upon the average noise level over a 24-hour
day, with a +10-dB weighing applied to noise occurring during nighttime (10:00 P.M. to 7:00 A.M.) hours.
The nighttime penalty is based upon the assumption that people react to nighttime noise exposures as
though they were twice as loud as daytime exposures. Because Ldn represents a 24-hour average, it
tends to disguise short-term variations in the noise environment.

Table 3-10 lists several examples of the noise levels associated with common situations. Appendix E
provides a summary of acoustical terms used in this report.
Effects of Noise on People

The effects of noise on people can be placed in three categories:

= Subjective effects of annoyance, nuisance, and dissatisfaction
= Interference with activities such as speech, sleep, and learning

= Physiological effects such as hearing loss or sudden startling

Environmental noise typically produces effects in the first two categories. Workers in industrial plants can
experience noise in the last category. There is no completely satisfactory way to measure the subjective
effects of noise or the corresponding reactions of annoyance and dissatisfaction. A wide variation in
individual thresholds of annoyance exists and different tolerances to noise tend to develop based on an
individual’'s past experiences with noise.
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TABLE 3-10. TYPICAL NOISE LEVELS

Common Outdoor Activities Noise Level (dBA) Common Indoor Activities
--110-- Rock Band
Jet Fly-over at 300 meters (1,000 ft.) --100--
Gas Lawn Mower at 1 meter (3 ft.) --90--

Diesel Truck at 15 meters (50 ft.), 80— Food Blender at 1 meter (3 ft.)
at 80 km/hour (50 mph) Garbage Disposal at 1 meter (3 ft.)

Noisy Urban Area, Daytime

Gas Lawn Mower, 30 m (100 ft.) --70-- Vacuum Cleaner at 3 meters (10 ft.)
Commercial Area
Heavy Traffic at 90 meters (300 ft.) --60-- Normal Speech at 1 meter (3 ft.)
Quiet Urban Daytime --50-- Large Business Office

Dishwasher in Next Room

Theater, Large Conference Room

Quiet Urban Nighttime --40-- (Background)
Quiet Suburban Nighttime --30-- Library
. . . Bedroom at Night, Concert Hall
Quiet Rural Nighttime --20-- (Background)
--10-- Broadcast/Recording Studio
Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing --0-- Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing

Source: Appendix E.

Thus, an important way of predicting a human reaction to a new noise environment is the way it
compares to the existing environment to which one has adapted: the so-called ambient noise level. In
general, the more a new noise exceeds the previously existing ambient noise level, the less acceptable
the new noise will be judged by those hearing it.

With regard to increases in A-weighted noise level, the following relationships occur:

= Except in carefully controlled laboratory experiments, a change of 1 dBA cannot be perceived;
= Qutside of the laboratory, a 3-dBA change is considered a just-perceivable difference;

= Achange in level of at least 5 dBA is required before any noticeable change in human response
would be expected; and

= A 10-dBA change is subjectively heard as approximately a doubling in loudness, and can cause
an adverse response.

Stationary point sources of noise — including stationary mobile sources such as idling vehicles — attenuate
(lessen) at a rate of approximately 6 dB per doubling of distance from the source, depending on
environmental conditions (e.g., atmospheric conditions and either vegetative or manufactured noise
barriers, etc.). Widely distributed noises, such as a large industrial facility spread over many acres, or a
street with moving vehicles, would typically attenuate at a lower rate.

November 2020 3-97 City of St. Helena WWTRP Phase | Upgrades Project
Initial Study



3 Environmental Analysis (Checklist)

Existing Noise and Vibration Environments
Existing Sensitive Receptors

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to noise than others. Land uses often associated with
sensitive receptors generally include residences, schools, libraries, hospitals, and passive recreational
areas. Sensitive noise receptors may also include threatened or endangered noise sensitive biological
species, although many jurisdictions have not adopted noise standards for wildlife areas. Noise sensitive
land uses are typically given special attention in order to achieve protection from excessive noise.

Near the Project site, sensitive land uses include an existing single-family residential use located in Napa
County, on an agriculturally zoned property. The existing single-family home is located on Chaix Lane,
approximately 200 feet southwest from the proposed MBR plant. Other sensitive uses in the vicinity of the
WWTRP include the River Ranch Farm Workers Housing located approximately 500 feet east from the
WWTRP eastern parcel boundary on the opposite side of the Napa River, a residence approximately

0.2 miles south of the Project site, a building approximately 630 feet west of the Project site, and a
residence along the Napa River approximately 750 feet from the southeast corner of the Project site. With
the exception of the existing single-family use located on Chaix Lane, all other receptors are located
1,500 feet, or more, from the noise-generating components of the Proposed Project. This additional
distance will provide natural sound attenuation of more than 17 dBA at these receptors located further
from the Proposed Project. Therefore, this analysis will focus primarily on the Chaix Lane receptor located
approximately 200 feet from the proposed MBR plant.

Existing General Ambient Noise Levels

The existing ambient noise environment in the project vicinity is primarily defined by operational noise
emanating from existing agricultural activities, the existing treatment plant, and natural sounds such as
birds, insects, and wind.

To quantify the existing ambient noise environment in the project vicinity, Saxelby Acoustics conducted
continuous (24 hour) noise level measurements at two locations on the Project site. Noise measurement
locations are shown on Figure 3-7. A summary of the noise level measurement survey results is provided
in Table 3-11. Appendix E contains the complete results of the noise monitoring.

The sound level meters were programmed to record the maximum, median, and average noise levels at
each site during the survey. The maximum value, denoted Lmax, represents the highest noise level
measured. The average value, denoted Leq, represents the energy average of all of the noise received
by the sound level meter microphone during the monitoring period. The median value, denoted LS50,
represents the sound level exceeded 50 percent of the time during the monitoring period.

Larson Davis Laboratories model 812, 820, and 831 precision integrating sound level meters were used
for the ambient noise level measurement survey. The meters were calibrated before and after use with a
B&K Model 4230 acoustical calibrator to ensure the accuracy of the measurements. The equipment used
meets all pertinent specifications of the American National Standards Institute for Type 1 sound level
meters (ANSI S1.4).
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TABLE 3-11. SUMMARY OF EXISTING BACKGROUND NOISE MEASUREMENT DATA

Site Location Date Lan Daytime | Daytime | Daytime | Nighttime | Nighttime | Nighttime
Leq Lso Lmax Leq Lso Lmax
Northwestern
LT-1 Corner of 7/22/20 | 51.5 52.7 41.2 66.8 38.8 33.3 48.7
Project site
Northwestern
LT-1 Corner of 7/23/20 | 46.7 46.8 39.9 63.3 37.2 32.6 47.4
Project site
Northeastern
LT-2 Corner of 7/22/20 | 48.3 447 41.9 60.9 41.7 38.0 54.8
Project site
Northeastern
LT-2 Corner of 7/23/20 | 47.1 451 43.0 60.0 39.7 38.2 50.6
Project site
Notes: All values shown in dBA. Daytime hours: 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. Nighttime Hours: 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.
Source: Appendix E

Existing Wastewater Treatment Operations

Saxelby Acoustics conducted noise level measurements of various wastewater treatment plant (WWTP)
equipment to evaluate the existing noise levels generated by the wastewater treatment plant. The results
of that data collection is shown in Appendix E.

The SoundPLAN noise prediction model was used to map existing WWTP noise levels. Inputs to the
model included sound power levels for existing equipment, existing buildings, terrain type, and locations
of sensitive receptors. These predictions are made in accordance with International Organization for
Standardization (ISO) standard 9613-2:1996 (Acoustics — Attenuation of sound during propagation
outdoors). ISO 9613 is the most commonly used method for calculating exterior noise propagation.
Figure 3 of Appendix E shows the existing operational noise contours for the wastewater treatment plant
at the nearest residential use.

Regulatory Setting
Federal Noise Abatement Criteria

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) provides construction noise level thresholds in its
Construction Noise Handbook, 2006, which are provided in Table 3-12.
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TABLE 3-12. FEDERAL CONSTRUCTION NOISE THRESHOLDS

. . Daytime Evening Nighttime
Noise Receptor Locations and (7TAM.-6P.M.) | (6P.M.-10P.M.) (10 P.M. -7 A.M.)
Land Uses 4BA Leq’
, Leq
Noise-Sensitive Locations: 78 or Baseline + 5 Baseline + 5 Baseline + 5 (if Baseline < 70) or

(residences, institutions, hotels, etc.) | (whichever is louder) Baseline + 3 (if Baseline > 70)

Commercial Areas: (businesses,

offices, stores, efc.) 83 or Baseline + 5 None None

Industrial Areas: (factories, plants,

88 or Baseline + 5 None None
etc.)

Notes: 1 - Leq thresholds were empirically determined.
Source: Appendix E.

Operational noise standards used would be the FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) for the
assessment of noise consequences related to surface traffic and other project-related noise sources;
however, the Proposed Project would not increase traffic volumes in the project area.

The assessment of vibration noise is based on the Federal Transportation Administration (FTA) standards
of 0.5 Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) for structures and 0.1 PPV for annoyance of people (FTA, 2006).

St. Helena General Plan

The following policies of the City of St. Helena General Plan Public Health, Safety, and Noise Element are
applicable to the Proposed Project.

Policy PS2.5 An increase in average noise levels of 5 dBA or greater is considered to be
significant and to constitute a noise impact by the noise source in question for the
purpose of environmental analyses.

St. Helena Municipal Code
Section 8.24.010 — Unnecessary noises generally

Section 8.24.010 of the St. Helena Municipal Code identifies noise limits for construction activities.
Monday through Saturday, construction activities which generate noise that can be heard at the property
line of any parcel of real property within the city limits shall be limited to eight a.m. to five p.m. Delivery of
materials/equipment and cleaning and servicing of machines/equipment shall be limited to seven a.m. to
six p.m. Exceptions to these time restrictions may be granted by the public works director for one of the
following reasons: (a) inclement weather affecting work; (b) emergency work; or (c) other work, if work
and equipment will not create noise that may be unreasonably offensive to neighbors as to constitute a
nuisance. The city engineer must be notified and give approval in advance of such work. On Sundays and
Holidays (Federal and Local), no construction activities are allowed which generate noise that can be
heard at the property line of any parcel of real property within the city limits.

Napa County General Plan

While the Proposed Project is located within the City of St. Helena, the adjacent noise-sensitive receptors
are located within Napa County. Therefore, the following standards from the Napa County General Plan
and Napa County Code are considered, in addition to applicable standards from the City of St. Helena
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General Plan. The following policies of the Napa County General Plan Noise Element are applicable to
the Proposed Project.

Policy CC-36 Residential and other noise-sensitive activities shall not be located where noise
levels exceed the standards contained in the Noise Element without provision of
noise attenuation features that result in noise levels meeting the current
standards of the County for exterior and interior noise exposure.

Policy CC-38 The following are the County’s standards for maximum exterior noise levels for
various types of land uses established in the County’s Noise Ordinance.

TABLE 3-13. NAPA COUNTY EXTERIOR NOISE STANDARDS

Noise Level (dBA) by Noise Zone Classification’
Land Use Type Time Period
Rural Suburban Urban
Slngle-FamIIy Homes and 10 P.M. to 7 AM. 45 45 50
Duplexes? 7 AMto 10 P.M. 50 55 60
Multiple Residential 3or | 10 P.M. to 7 A.M 45 50 55
More Units Per Building
(Triplex)? 7A.Mto 10 P.M. 50 55 60
10P.M.to 7 AM 60
Office and Retail
7 A.M. to 10 P.M.. 65
Industrial and Wineries® Anytime 75

Notes: dBA =A-weighted decibels

1 noise levels not to be exceeded more than 30 minutes in any hour (Lso)

2 For the purposes of implementing this policy, standards for residential uses shall be measured at the housing unit in areas
subject to noise levels in excess of the desired levels shown above.

3 Industrial noise limits are intended primarily for use at the boundary of industrial zones rather than for noise reduction at the
industrial use.

Source: Appendix E.

Napa County Code
Section 8.16.060 — Interior noise standards

Section 8.16.060 of the Napa County Code identifies maximum permissible dwelling interior sound levels
for residential uses. Daytime (7 A.M. — 10 P.M.) maximum interior noise levels for residential uses are
limited to 60 dBA; nighttime (10 P.M. — 7 A.M.) maximum interior noise levels are limited to 55 dBA.
Section 8.16.060 indicates that no person shall operate or cause to be operated within a dwelling unit any
source of sound or allow creation of any noise which causes exceedance of these noise levels for a
cumulative period of more than 5 minutes in any hour, or these noise standards plus 5 decibels (dB) for a
cumulative period of more than 1 minute in any hour, or these noise standards plus 10 dB for the
maximum measured ambient noise for any period of time.
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Section 8.16.070 — Exterior noise limits

Section 8.16.070 of the Napa County Code (Napa County, 2013) identifies the noise standards for the
various categories of land use identified by the noise control office (see Table 3-13). Section 8.16.070
states that no person shall operate, or cause to be operated, any source of sound at any location within
the unincorporated area of the county, or allow the creation of any noise on property owned, leased,
occupied or otherwise controlled by such person, which causes the noise level, when measured on any
other property, either incorporated or unincorporated, to exceed:

a. The noise standard for that land use (see Table 3-13) for a cumulative period of more than 30
minutes in any hour;

The noise standard plus five dB for a cumulative period of more than 15 minutes in any hour;
The noise standard plus ten dB for a cumulative period of more than 5 minutes in any hour;

The noise standard plus fifteen dB for a cumulative period of more than 1 minute in any hour;

® a0 o

The noise standard plus twenty dB or the maximum measured ambient level, for any period of
time.

In order to compensate for the character of sound, Section 8.16.070 states that if an offensive noise, as
judged by the noise control officer, contains a steady, audible tone such as a whine, screech or hum, or is
a repetitive noise such as hammering or riveting, or contains music or speech, the standard limits (see
Table 3-13) shall be reduced by five dB, but not lower than forty-five.

Section 8.16.080 — Construction or Demolition

Section 8.16.080 of the Napa County Code identifies noise limits for construction activities, allowable in
excess of the standard noise limits identified in Table 3-14. Specifically, Section 3.16.080 regulates noise
generated by operation of any tools or equipment used in construction, drilling, repair, alteration or
demolition work between the hours of 7 p.m. and 7 a.m., such that the sound therefrom creates a noise
disturbance across a residential or commercial real property line, except for emergency work of public
service utilities or by variance issued by the appropriate authority (Table 3-14).

TABLE 3-14. NAPA COUNTY NOISE LIMITS FOR CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES

Residential Commercial Industrial
Daily: 7 AM. to 7 P.M. 75 dBA 80 dBA 85 dBA
Daily: 7 P.M. to 7 A.M. 60 dBA 65 dBA 70 dBA
Source: Napa County, 2020.

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS
Methodology
Evaluation of Future Operational Noise at Residential Receptors

The following is a list of assumptions used for the noise modeling. The data used is based upon a
combination of manufacturer’s provided data and Saxelby Acoustics data from similar operations.
Figure 4 of Appendix E shows the predicted wastewater treatment plant noise contours following the
addition of the MBR treatment plant.
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MBR Packaged Unit:  Two packaged Cloacina MBR plants operating continuously during the daytime
and nighttime. Data collected by Saxelby Acoustics. Assumes equipment is
housed within sound attenuation enclosures, similar to that observed by Saxelby
Acoustics at the Descanso Gardens 50,000 GPD-MEMPAC-M treatment system.
Maximum noise level for this unit assumed to be 58 dBA at 25 feet in any
direction from plant.

Sound Wall: An 8-foot tall sound wall would be located west of the MBR unit, shielding the
nearby residential use. The location of the wall is noted on Figure 4 of
Appendix E and shown in more detail on Figure 5 of Appendix E.

Saxelby Acoustics used the SoundPLAN noise prediction model. Inputs to the model included sound
power levels for the proposed equipment, existing and proposed buildings, terrain type, and locations of
sensitive receptors. These predictions are made in accordance with ISO standard 9613-2:1996
(Acoustics — Attenuation of sound during propagation outdoors). ISO 9613 is the most commonly used
method for calculating exterior noise propagation.

Construction Noise Environment

During the construction of the Proposed Project, noise from construction activities would temporarily add
to the noise environment in the project vicinity. As shown in Table 3-15, activities involved in construction
would generate maximum noise levels ranging from 76 to 90 dB at a distance of 50 feet.

TABLE 3-15. CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT NOISE

Type of Equipment Maximum Level, dBA at 50 feet
Auger Drill Rig 84
Backhoe 78
Compactor 83
Compressor (air) 78
Dozer 82
Dump Truck 76
Excavator 81
Generator 81
Pneumatic Tools 85

Source: Appendix E.

Construction activities would take place within the Proposed Project’s development footprint, which is
within City limits. The Proposed Project would adhere to the City’s construction noise limits as dictated by
the City of St. Helena Municipal Code Section 8.24.010: construction activities shall be limited to between
the daytime hours of 8:00 A.M. and 5:00 P.M Monday through Saturday. No construction activities shall
take place on Sundays or Federal and local holidays. It should be noted that the City construction noise
limits are more restrictive than the County’s and would satisfy both the City and County construction noise
restrictions.
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Construction Vibration Environment

The primary vibration-generating activities associated with the Proposed Project would occur during
construction when activities such as grading, utilities placement, and parking lot construction occur.
Table 3-16 shows the typical vibration levels produced by construction equipment.

TABLE 3-16. VIBRATION LEVELS FOR VARIOUS CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT

Peak Particle Velocity at | Peak Particle Velocity at | Peak Particle Velocity at
Type of Equipment 25 feet 50 feet 100 feet
(inches/second) (inches/second) (inches/second)
Large Bulldozer 0.089 0.031 0.011
Loaded Trucks 0.076 0.027 0.010
Small Bulldozer 0.003 0.001 0.000
Auger/drill Rigs 0.089 0.031 0.011
Jackhammer 0.035 0.012 0.004
Vibratory Hammer 0.070 0.025 0.009
Vibratory Compactor/roller (Less than06.221(())at 26 feet) 0.074 0.026
Source: Appendix E.

Noise Level Increase Criteria for Long-Term Project-Related Noise Level Increases

The CEQA Guidelines define a significant impact of a project if it “increases substantially the ambient
noise levels for adjoining areas.” Generally, a project may have a significant effect on the environment if it
will substantially increase the ambient noise levels for adjoining areas or expose people to severe noise
levels. In practice, more specific professional standards have been developed. These standards state that
a noise impact may be considered significant if it would generate noise that would conflict with local
project criteria or ordinances, or substantially increase noise levels at noise sensitive land uses. The
potential increase in traffic noise from the project is a factor in determining significance. Research into the
human perception of changes in sound level indicates the following:

= A 3dB change is barely perceptible,

= A5 dB change is clearly perceptible, and

= A 10 dB change is perceived as being twice or half as loud.
Many jurisdictions have adopted specific criteria for determining significant noise increases. In this case
the City of St. Helena General Plan Policy PS2.5 considers average noise increases of 5 dBA or greater
to be significant and to constitute a noise impact for the purpose of environmental analyses.
Question A

Would the project result in: Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?
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Construction

Less than Significant. During construction of the Proposed Project, noise from construction activities
would add to the noise environment in the immediate project vicinity. As indicated in Table 3-15, activities
involved in construction would generate maximum noise levels ranging from 76 to 85 dBA Lmax at a
distance of 50 feet. Construction activities would also be temporary in nature and are anticipated to occur
during normal daytime working hours.

Construction of project components would occur over the course of 12 to 16 months. It is anticipated that
construction of the WWTRP Phase | upgrades would begin in spring of 2021 and be completed in 2022.
The following equipment may be utilized occasionally during construction of the Proposed Project:

= Front-end loader = Flat-back delivery truck
= Crane = Trencher

= Water truck = Backhoe/Loader

=  Air compressor =  Welding truck

=  Concrete truck = Dump truck

Noise would also be generated during the construction phase by increased truck traffic on area roadways.
A project-generated noise source would be truck traffic associated with transport of heavy materials and
equipment to and from the construction site. This noise increase would be of short duration and would
occur only during daytime hours.

Noise from localized point sources (such as construction sites) typically decreases by approximately

6 dBA with each doubling of distance from source to receptor. Given this noise attenuation rate and
assuming no noise shielding from either natural or manmade features (e.g., trees, buildings, fences), the
existing sensitive receptor located within approximately 200 feet of construction activity could experience
maximum instantaneous noise levels of up to 73 dBA Lmax. Average noise levels would be expected to be
5-10 dBA less than maximum noise levels, or 63-68 dBA Leq. These levels are less than the Napa
County 75 dBA exterior construction noise standard for daytime (7 A.M. to 7 P.M.) activities. As dictated
by the City of St. Helena Municipal Code Section 8.24.010, construction activities shall be limited to
between the daytime hours of 8:00 A.M. and 5:00 P.M Monday through Saturday. No construction
activities shall take place on Sundays or Federal and local holidays. Adherence to the City’s construction
noise hours would not allow construction to occur outside of daytime hours; therefore, Napa County’s 60
dBA exterior construction noise standard for nighttime activities would not be exceeded. Impacts relating
to exterior noise levels due to construction of the Proposed Project would be considered less than
significant.

Operation

Less than Significant. As shown on Figure 4 of Appendix E, the Proposed Project is predicted to
generate a noise level of 34.9 dBA Lso at the nearest residential use. This noise is primarily composed of
sound emanating from the proposed MBR system. When the project-only noise of 34.9 dBA Lso is
combined with the existing measured average ambient noise level of 32.6 dBA Lso, the resulting existing
plus project noise level would be 36.9 dBA Lso. This would comply with the Napa County 45 dBA Lso
nighttime exterior noise standard for rural residential uses.
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The post project ambient noise levels would increase 4.3 dBA over existing ambient noise levels. This is
less than the City’s 5 dBA threshold for significant noise increases. Therefore, impacts relating to noise
levels due to operation of the Proposed Project would be considered less than significant.

Question B

Would the project result in: Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

Less than Significant. Construction vibration impacts include human annoyance and building structural
damage. Human annoyance occurs when construction vibration rises significantly above the threshold of
perception. Building damage can take the form of cosmetic or structural.

The Table 3-15 data indicate that construction vibration levels anticipated for the Proposed Project are
less than the 0.2 inches per second threshold at distances of 26 feet. Sensitive receptors which could be
impacted by construction related vibrations, especially vibratory compactors/rollers, are located further
than 26 feet from typical construction activities. At distances greater than 26 feet construction vibrations
are not predicted to exceed acceptable levels. Additionally, construction activities would be temporary in
nature and would likely occur during normal daytime working hours. This is a less-than-significant impact
and no mitigation is required.

Question C

For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

No Impact. There are no public or private airstrips within two miles of the Project site. No impact would
occur.

Cumulative Impacts

Less than Significant. As stated above, operation of the Proposed Project would not increase existing
ambient noise levels above the applicable thresholds at sensitive receptors. Operation of the Proposed
Project would require maintenance activities; however, these activities would be periodic and would not
expose sensitive receptors to noise levels above the existing ambient noise level, cause substantial
temporary or periodic increases in noise levels, nor permanently increase the ambient noise. Therefore
the Proposed Project would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts. This impact is considered
less than significant.

Compliance with Federal Environmental Laws and Regulations

As described above, the Proposed Project would not raise the ambient noise level beyond the FHWA
construction noise threshold of 78 dB at sensitive receptors. This impact is considered less than
significant. The Proposed Project would comply with all federal regulations relating to noise, including the
FHWA Construction Noise Handbook and NAC.
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MITIGATION MEASURES

None required.
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3.15 POPULATION AND HOUSING (AND ENVIRONMENTAL

JUSTICE)
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
Less Than
Potentially | Significant Less-
POPULATION AND HOUSING (AND Sianificant With Than- No
ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE) oniieant ) T significant | Impact
Impact Mitigation
Impact
Incorporated

Would the project:

a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
. o . L] l X L]
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing | O | X
elsewhere?

SETTING

Regulatory Setting
Environmental Justice Communities

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-Income
Populations, as amended, directs federal agencies to develop an Environmental Justice Strategy that
identifies and addresses disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of
their programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations. The CEQ is
responsible for verifying the federal government’s compliance with EO 12898 and the NEPA. The CEQ, in
consultation with the USEPA and other agencies, has developed guidance to assist federal agencies with
their NEPA procedures so that environmental justice concerns are effectively identified and addressed.

According to guidance from the CEQ (1997) and USEPA (1998), agencies should consider the
composition of the affected area, to determine whether minority populations, low-income populations, or
Indian tribes are present in the area affected by a proposed action and, if so, whether there may be
disproportionately high and adverse environmental effects to those populations. Communities may be
considered “minority” under the executive order if one of the following characteristics apply:

= The cumulative percentage of minorities within a Census tract is greater than 50 percent (primary
method of analysis).

= The cumulative percentage of minorities within a Census tract is less than 50 percent, but the
percentage of minorities is meaningfully greater than the minority population percentage in the
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general population or other appropriate unit of geographic analysis (secondary method of
analysis).

According to the USEPA, either the county or the state can be used when considering the scope of the
“general population.” A definition of “meaningfully greater” is not given by the CEQ or USEPA, although
the latter has noted that any affected area that has a percentage of minorities that is above the state’s
percentage is a potential minority community and any affected area with a minority percentage double
that of the state’s is a definite minority community under EO 12898.

Communities may be considered “low-income” under the executive order if one of the following
characteristics applies:

= The median household income for a Census tract is below the poverty line (primary method of
analysis).

= Other indications are present that indicate a low-income community is present within the Census
tract (secondary method of analysis).

In most cases, the primary method of analysis would suffice to determine whether a low-income
community exists in the affected environment. However, when a Ccensus tract income may be just over
the poverty line or where a low-income pocket within the tract appears likely, the secondary method of
analysis may be warranted. Other indications of a low-income community under the secondary method of
analysis include limited access to health care, overburdened or aged infrastructure, and dependence on
subsistence living.

Environmental Setting

As of July 1, 2019, the population for Napa County is estimated at 1137,744 people, and the population
for the City is 6,102 (U.S. Census, 2019). The maijority of the population within the City is served by the
WWTRP. The remaining population uses septic tanks for wastewater treatment.

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS
Question A

Would the project: Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads
or other infrastructure)?

Less than Significant. The Proposed Project does not involve the development of any homes or
businesses. The Proposed Project would not increase the effective treatment capacity of the WWTRP
and additional employees are not anticipated to be needed to operate the proposed facilities at the
WWTRP. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not directly induce population growth and would have a
less than significant impact on population growth.

Question B

Would the Project: Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
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No Impact. The Proposed Project would not displace existing housing or people that would necessitate
the construction of replacement housing.

Cumulative Impacts

No Impact. The Proposed Project is not expected to increase growth, and therefore would not contribute
to cumulative impacts associated with growth.

Compliance with Federal Environmental Laws and Regulations

The Proposed Project is located in the City of St. Helena in Napa County. Approximately 8.4 percent of
the City’s population and approximately 8.8 percent of the County’s population is below the poverty level
(U.S. Census, 2019). This is below California’s overall poverty level of 12.8 percent (U.S. Census, 2019).
Upgrades to the existing WWTRP would allow the City to continue providing services to City residents
and would untimely improve the quality of water discharged to the Napa River. With the inclusion of
Mitigation Measures AQ-1, AQ-2, BIO-1, HAZ-1 through HAZ-4, and HYD-1 to reduce
construction-related impacts, the Proposed Project would not disproportionally impact any minority or
low-income population or have an adverse impact associated with environmental justice. The Proposed
Project would comply with all federal regulations relating to population, housing, and environmental
justice.

MITIGATION MEASURES

None required.
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3.16 PUBLIC SERVICES

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
. Less Than
Potentially Sianificant With Less-Than- N
ignificant Wi o
PUBLIC SERVICES Significant g o Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incorporated
Would the project:
Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated
with the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or
other performance objectives for any of the public
services:
a) Fire Protection? O X [ 0
b) Police Protection? | | | X
c) Schools? | | | X
d) Parks? O O O X
e) Other public facilities? | | | X

SETTING
Fire Protection/Emergency Medical Service

Fire Protection and emergency medical services within the City of St. Helena are provided by the

St. Helena Fire Department. The fire department has one station, located at 1480 Main Street,
approximately 2.4 miles from the Project site. A total of 28 people are staffed by the St. Helena Fire
Department (City of St. Helena, 2020c). The nearest hospital to the Project site is Adventist Health St.
Helena, which is located at 10 Woodland Road, approximately 5.5 miles from the Project site, and
provides a comprehensive range of inpatient and outpatient medical services (Adventist Health, 2020).

Law Enforcement

Law enforcement services within the City of St. Helena are provided by the St. Helena Police Department.
The police department has one station, located at 1480 Main Street, approximately 2.4 miles from the
Project site. A total of 19 people are staffed by the St. Helena Police Department (City of St. Helena,
2020d).
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Schools

The St. Helena Unified School District services the City and includes St. Helena Primary School (grades
TK-2), St. Helena Elementary School (grades 3-5), Robert Louis Stevenson Middle School (grades 6-8),
and St. Helena High School (grades 9-12) (St. Helena Unified, 2020).

Parks

The City of St. Helena Parks Division of the Public Works Department is responsible for management of
parks in the St. Helena area, which includes ten parks, four pathways, street trees, benches, and parking
lots (City of St. Helena, 2020b). The Wappo Park and adjoining Wappo Dog Park, are the closest
recreational facilities to the WWTRP, located approximately 0.9 miles northwest of the site. The remaining
eight parks (Baldwin, Crane, Jacob Meily, Lyman, Mary Fryer, Mennen, St. Helena Skate, and Stone
Bridge) are over a mile from the Project site.

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS
Question A

Would the project: Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the public services: fire
protection?

Less than Significant with Mitigation. The Proposed Project would upgrade the City’s current WWTRP.
Construction-related activities associated with the Proposed Project could involve the use of spark-
producing construction equipment, which could temporarily increase the risk of igniting a fire on the
Project site. This is a potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure HAZ-4 would minimize potential
fire risks from construction activities by requiring a spark arrestor in good working order. With
implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-4, the Proposed Project would not significantly increase fire
risk over existing conditions, or demand for fire protection services and impacts would be less than
significant.

Questions B - E

Would the project: Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the public services: police
protection; schools; parks; other public facilities?

No Impact. The Proposed Project would not increase the number of employees on site or the WWTRP
service area. Construction, operation, and maintenance activities associated with the Proposed Project
would not create impacts to police protection, local schools and parks, or increase demand for other
public facilities. No impact to these public services would occur.
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Cumulative Impacts

Less than Significant with Mitigation. As described above, the Proposed Project would not increase
the potential demand for police, schools, parks, or other public facilities. However, construction of the
Proposed Project could potentially temporarily increase the demand for fire protection services. With
implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-4, impacts related to fire protection services would be
reduced to less than significant and would not create a cumulatively considerable impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES

With implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-4, no other mitigation is necessary.
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3.17 RECREATION

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
. Less Than
Potentially Sianificant With Less-Than- No
RECREATION Significant g o Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incorporated

a) Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial | O O X
physical deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an
adverse physical effect on the environment?

SETTING

The City of St. Helena Parks Division of the Public Works Department is responsible for management of
parks in the St. Helena area, which includes ten parks, four pathways, street trees, benches, and parking
lots (City of St. Helena, 2020b). The Wappo Park and adjoining Wappo Dog Park, are the closest
recreational facilities to the WWTRP, located approximately 0.9 miles northwest of the Project site. The
remaining eight parks (Baldwin, Crane, Jacob Meily, Lyman, Mary Fryer, Mennen, St. Helena Skate, and
Stone Bridge) are over a mile from the site.

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS
Questions A and B

Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? Does
the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities
which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

No impact. The Proposed Project would not result in population growth that would increase the use of
regional parks and other recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. Construction activities would be
limited to a short-term duration and would not impede the use of existing access points to any City parks.

Cumulative Impacts

No Impact. The Proposed Project would not impact any existing recreational facilities. Therefore, it would
not contribute towards cumulative impacts to recreational facilities.
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MITIGATION MEASURES

None required.
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3.18 TRANSPORTATION

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
. Less Than
Potentially Sianificant With Less-Than- N
ignificant Wi o}
TRANSPORTATION Significant g o Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incorporated
Would the project:
a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or
policy addressing the circulation system, O . X .
including transit, roadway, bicycle and
pedestrian facilities?
b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA
- o 0 l L] X
Guidelines § 15064.3, subdivision (b)?
c¢) Substantially increase hazards due to a
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or N N N <
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses
(e.g., farm equipment)?
d) Result in inadequate emergency access? | O | X

SETTING
Transportation Network

The Project site can be accessed via the following regional City roadways that provide access to the
WWTRRP facility:

= Chaix Lane is a two lane east/west oriented roadway in the vicinity of the Project site. Chaix
Lane is classified as an Open Space/Rural Street by the City General Plan and provides access
to the WWTRP and a small number residential and agricultural developments.

= State Route 29 is a two lane north-south highway in the vicinity of the Project site that provides
regional access throughout the County. SR-29 is classified as a Regional Connector by the City
General Plan.

Bikeways, Pedestrian Facilities, Public Transportation System

There are no bicycle pathways/routes in the immediate vicinity of the Project site. There are no pedestrian
facilities within the vicinity of the Project site. There is no public transportation which services the Project
site.
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DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS
Question A

Would the project: Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system,
including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

Less than Significant. The Proposed Project is not considered a trip generating project. However,
construction would result in a short term increase in traffic levels on project area roadways. Construction
vehicles and equipment expected to be used include, but are not limited to, legally loaded trucks, delivery
and service trucks, and construction worker vehicles. At estimated peak day levels, up to approximately
76 one-way construction worker vehicle trips could occur (Appendix B). Additionally, during the work day
it is estimated that approximately four material delivery trips per day would occur. State Route 29
currently experiences approximately 24,000 average daily trips in the vicinity of the Project site (Caltrans,
2017). Therefore, construction-related traffic would result in a negligible increase in traffic volumes on
State Route 29. Additionally, while Chaix Lane currently experiences much lower traffic volumes, the
increase in construction-related traffic would be temporary in nature and would not result in long-term
exceedance of the City’s traffic level of service goal of “C” for unsignalized intersections (City of St.
Helena, 2019).This impact is considered to be less than significant.

Operation of Proposed Project is not anticipated to increase traffic. At full buildout, additional employees
are not anticipated to be needed to operate the proposed facilities at the WWTRP. Additional trips would
not be added to the roadway network and would not cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system, or result in deterioration in LOS
below accepted standards; therefore, this impact is considered to be less than significant.

Question B

Would the project: Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

No Impact. The Proposed Project would not generate vehicle trips, and therefore would not result in an
increase in vehicle mile traveled. No impact would occur.

Question C

Would the project: Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves

or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

No Impact. Construction of the Proposed Project would not alter existing roadways or change existing
land uses. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not substantially increase hazards due to a geometric
design feature or incompatible uses. No impact would occur.

Question D
Would the project: Result in inadequate emergency access?
No Impact. Construction would occur periodically over a period of up to sixteen months at the Project

site. During construction, full lane closures on local roadways would not occur; therefore, construction
activities would not impede emergency vehicles.
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Cumulative Impacts

No Impact. Traffic impacts from the Proposed Project would be limited to short-term construction effects
on roadways providing access to the Project site. No concurrent construction activities near the roadway
network are anticipated; therefore, no cumulative impacts would occur.

MITIGATION MEASURES

None required.
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3.19

Tribal Cultural Resources
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
o Less-Than-
Significant o No
) o Significant
With Mitigation

Incorporated

Impact
Impact

Would the project:

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource, defined in Public Resources Code §
21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural
landscape that is geographically defined in terms of
the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place,
or object with cultural value to a California Native
American tribe, and that is:

Listed or eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, or in a
local register of historical resources as
defined in Public Resources Code section
5020.1(k), or

A resource determined by the lead
agency, in its discretion and supported by
substantial evidence, to be significant
pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision
(c) of Public Resources Code § 5024.1. In
applying the criteria set forth in subdivision
(c) of Public Resource Code § 5024.1, the
lead agency shall consider the significance
of the resource to a California Native

American tribe.

SETTING

California Native American prehistoric, historic, archaeological, cultural, and sacred places are essential
elements in tribal cultural traditions, heritages, and identities. Because CEQA calls for a sufficient degree
of analysis, tribal knowledge about the land and tribal cultural resources at issue are included in
environmental assessments for projects that may have a significant impact on such tribal cultural
resources (TCR). TCRs can only be identified by members of the Native American community, thus
requiring consultation under CEQA.
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Regulatory Context

AB 52, signed into law in 2014, established a new category of resources in CEQA called “tribal cultural
resources” that considers the tribal cultural values in addition to the scientific and archaeological values
when determining impacts and mitigation. Pursuant to PRC, Division 13, Section 21074, TCRs can be
either:

1. Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a
California Native American tribe that are either:

a. Included or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical
Resources (California Register); or

b. Included in a local register of historical resources as defined in subdivision (k) of Section
5020.1.

2. Aresource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to the eligibility criteria for the California Register (PRC §
5024.1(c)). In applying these criteria, the lead agency must consider the significance of the
resource to a California Native American Tribe.

Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with a geographic area may have expertise
concerning their tribal cultural resources. In light of this, AB 52 requires that, within 14 days of a decision
to undertake a project or determination that a project application is complete, a lead agency shall provide
written notification to California Native American tribes that have previously requested placement on the
agency’s notice list. Notice to tribes shall include a brief project description, location, lead agency contact
information, and the statement that the tribe has 30 days to request consultation. The lead agency shall
begin the consultation process within 30 days of receiving a request for consultation from a tribe.

Consultation

The City, as lead agency, identified Native American tribes which had requested placement on the City’s
AB 52 notice list. On August 4, 2020, the City sent six consultation letters to the following tribes: Kletsel
Dehe Band of Wintun Indians, the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria, Middletown Rancheria of
Pomo Indians, Mishewal Wappo Tribe of Alexander Valley, and Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation. To date, the
only Tribe to respond has been the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria, who declined the invitation to
consult on the Proposed Project.

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS
Questions A and B

Would the project: Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code § 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural
landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or
object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: i) Listed or eligible for listing in
the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its
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discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code § 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of
Public Resource Code § 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a
California Native American tribe.

Less than Significant with Mitigation. As discussed above in Section 3.6, no TCRs were identified
during cultural resources investigations or consultation with Native American tribes. However, there is the
possibility that unanticipated discoveries of subsurface archaeological deposits or human remains may
occur. This is a potentially significant impact. The conclusion of formal consultation under AB 52 and the
application of Mitigation Measures TCR-1, CR-1, and CR-2 would reduce impacts to TCRs to a
less-than-significant level.

MITIGATION MEASURES
TCR-1

If prehistoric archaeological resources are discovered during ground-disturbing activities, all such
activities shall halt within 50 feet of the find until a professional archaeologist can evaluate the
significance of the find in accordance with NRHP and CRHR criteria. In addition, representatives of the
Native American community who were contacted by the City during the AB 52 process shall be contacted
and asked if they wish to consult under the provisions of Section 106 of the NHPA. Construction shall not
resume in the vicinity of the find until consultation is concluded or until a reasonable good-faith effort has
failed to provide a resolution to further impacts that is acceptable to the consulting parties.
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3.20 UTILITIES/SERVICE SYSTEMS
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

. Less Than
Potentially Sianificant With Less-Than- N

ignificant Wi o}
UTILITIES/SERVICE SYSTEMS Significant g o Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incorporated

Would the project:

a) Require orresult in the relocation or construction of
new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or
storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas,
or telecommunications facilities, the construction or
relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve
the project and reasonably foreseeable future N N < N
development during normal, dry and multiple dry
years?

c) Result in a determination by the waste water
treatment provider, which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the O O O X
project's projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?

d) Generate solid waste in excess of state or local
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
) > o e capacly O O X u
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of
solid waste reduction goals?

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management
and reduction statutes and regulations related to O O 3 O
solid waste?

SETTING
Water Suppliers and Supply

Water is primarily provided to the City from Bell Canyon Reservoir, Stonebridge Wells, and water
purchased from the City of Napa (City of St. Helena, 2020e). The most recent Master Water Plan includes
a total of 2,033 acre-feet for the year of 2020 (City of St. Helena, 2006).
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Solid Waste Collection and Disposal

Solid waste collection in the City is provided by Upper Valley Disposal and Recycling (UVDR) and
disposed at the Clover Flat Landfill that is owned and operated by the Upper Valley Waste Management
Agency (UVDR, 2020; Napa County, 2020d). The Clover Flat Landfill has a design capacity of 4.56
million cubic yards and is expected to reach its permitted capacity in 2047 (CalRecycle, 2014).

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS
Questions A and B

Would the project: Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water,
wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects; Have
sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future development
during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

Less than Significant. The Proposed Project involves upgrading the City’'s existing WWTRP facility to
meet more stringent effluent discharge limitations included within the 2016 Permit. The Proposed Project
would not increase the effective treatment capacity of the WWTRP and the permitted capacity of
wastewater flows into the WWTRP would not change or exceed the NPDES-permitted peak wet weather
flow of 2.8 MGD. The environmental effects of the new wastewater treatment facilities resulting from the
Proposed Project are evaluated throughout Section 3.0 of this IS. As described in the other issue area
sections of this IS, all environmental effects associated with the Proposed Project would be less than
significant, or will be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.

All water uses within the WWTRP are non-potable and pumped from an on-site well. As discussed in
Section 2.4.2, treated water stored in the clearwell of the MBR system would be used as process water
at the WWTRP for cleaning and other minor uses associated with WWTRP operations. Therefore, the
MBR system would not require an additional water supply and may reduce overall groundwater
consumption at the WWTRP. Sufficient water supplies are available to serve the Proposed Project;
demand for water supply would not increase. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in the
construction of new or expanded water, or storm water drainage facilities that could cause significant
environmental effects.

As part of the Proposed Project, the electrical system at the WWTRP would be upgraded to meet the
most current design criteria adopted by the City and Napa County. This would include the installation of a
480-volt transformer on an existing electrical pole along the western boundary of the Project site, near the
southern end of the proposed sound wall (see Figure 2-5), with electricity supplied by PG&E. Overhead
distribution lines exist in the vicinity of the Project site. It is not anticipated that new distribution lines
would be necessary to serve the Proposed Project. From the transformer, power would be distributed to
the WWTRP through underground conduits. All electrical upgrades, including the digging of underground
conduits, would occur within the development footprint, with construction impacts to the development
footprint evaluated in Sections 3.5, 3.6, 3.8, 3.10, 3.11, and 3.19. Impacts to electric power, natural gas,
and telecommunications facilities would be less than significant.
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Question C

Would the project: Result in a determination by the waste water treatment provider, which serves or may
serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?

No impact. The Proposed Project involves upgrading the City’s existing WWTRP facility to meet more
stringent effluent discharge limitations included within the 2016 Permit. The Proposed Project would not
increase the demand for wastewater services. No impact would occur.

Questions D and E

Would the project: Generate solid waste in excess of state or local standards, or in excess of the capacity
of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals; Comply with
federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

Less than Significant. A dewatering and solids handling process would be introduced to sufficiently
dispose of waste sludge from the new MBR system; therefore, the Proposed Project would increase the
generation of solid waste. Approximately 1,000 gallons of dewatered cake solids would be generated per
day. Cake solids would be hauled to Clover Flat Landfill every other week, with a maximum of once per
week. As stated above, the Clover Flat Landfill has a current average daily activity of 160 tons per day
with a permitted maximum tonnage of 600 tons per day and is expected to reach its permitted capacity in
2047. The addition of 1,000 gallons of cake solids per day would represent a negligible amount in relation
to the capacity of the landfill. Consequently, increased biosolids production would not affect landfill
capacity or conflict with solid waste regulations. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not significantly
increase demand for solid waste services and would not impair the attainment of solid waste reduction
goals. Disposal of solid waste from the WWTRP would continue to comply with all applicable regulations
related to solid waste. Impacts related to solid waste generation would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts

Less than Significant. Utility and service systems in the area, such as solid waste collection and
disposal, would not experience a significant change in demand for services from existing conditions.
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not contribute to cumulative impacts of utility and service systems.

MITIGATION MEASURES

None required.
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3.21 Wildfire
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

. Less Than
Potentially Sianificant With Less-Than- N

ignificant Wi o
WILDFIRE Significant g o Significant
- Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incorporated

If located in or near state responsibility areas or
lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project:

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby
expose project occupants to pollutant O O X O
concentrations from a wildfire or the
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

c) Require the installation or maintenance of
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines
or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk
or that may result in temporary or ongoing
impacts to the environment?

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks,
including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?

SETTING
Regulatory Context

State Responsibility Areas (SRA) are lands in California where the California Department of Forestry and
Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) has legal and financial responsibility for wildfire protection and where CAL
FIRE administers fire hazard classifications and building standard regulations. Local Responsibility Areas
(LRA) include land in cities, cultivated agricultural lands, unincorporated non-flammable areas, and lands
that do not meet the criteria for SRA of Federal Responsible Areas (Napa County, 2020). California
PRC&§§ 4201 through 4204 and California Government Code 51175-89 direct CAL FIRE to map fire
hazard zones within state SRAs and LRAs, respectively, based on relevant factors such as fuels, terrain,
and weather. These zones, referred to as Fire Hazard Severity Zones (FHSZ), are based on the physical
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conditions that give a likelihood that an area will burn over a 30 to 50-year period without considering
modifications such as fuel reduction efforts. The zones also relate to the requirements for building codes
designed to reduce the ignition potential to buildings in the wildland-urban interface zones.

The Napa County General Plan (2008) includes Policies SAF-14 through 17, which pertain to wildfire
mitigation, which include criteria for development in high wildland fire hazard areas. In 2004, the County
adopted the Napa Area Operational Hazard Mitigation Plan, which addresses a wide variety of disasters,
including wildfires, and provides plans for reducing or mitigating these threats. The 2020 draft Napa
County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan will replace the 2004 Plan once approved.
Furthermore, CAL FIRE implements the 2017 Sonoma-Lake-Napa Unit Strategic Fire Plan, which
addresses fire suppression and public safety. On the state level, the Office of Emergency Services
oversees and coordinates emergency preparedness, response, and recovery within the state of
California. On the local level, the St. Helena General Plan Update 2040 includes policies that limit
development in areas of high and very high FHSZs, as defined by CAL FIRE (see Policy PS4.2; Napa
County, 2019b).

Environmental Setting

Napa County is characterized by narrow valleys and steep, hilly terrain and has an active history of
wildfire. In some areas of the County, the buildup of fuels from the reduction of fire frequency and the
spread of human development has led to an increase in the probability of wildfires. However, vineyards,
which are prevalent in the county, have lower fuel loads than other biotic communities (Napa County,
2005a). The Project site is located within a flat and currently developed area within City limits. The Project
site is surrounded by the Napa River to the east and vineyard operations on the north, west, and south.
Given the Project site location, the threat of wildfire is greatly diminished.

The Proposed Project is not located in a SRA, but is rather located in an Incorporated LRA (CAL FIRE,
2007). The Project site is located within a FHSZ classification of “Non-VHFHSZ,” which indicates that the
Project site is not located in a very high fire hazard severity zone, as classified by Cal Fire (CAL FIRE,
2008). This zone contains fuels (e.g., grasses, shrubs, trees, vines) that are not highly susceptible to
wildland fire and have a low burn probability. Land immediately east of the Project site, on the opposite
side of the Napa River, is classified as a “Moderate” FHSZ in a SRA.

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS
Question A

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones,
would the project: Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

No Impact. The Proposed Project is not located in a SRA or a very high FHSZ. The area immediately
east of the Project site is classified as a Moderate FHSZ within a SRA. Construction of the Proposed
Project would occur within the existing WWTRP boundaries and would not result in lane closures and
thus would not affect emergency access or evacuation. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan in place through the
State, County, or City. Operation of the Proposed Project would not interfere with emergency response or
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evacuation routes in the project vicinity, as no road construction is proposed and no additional personnel
would need to access the Project site. No impact would occur.

Question B

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones,
would the project: Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby
expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a
wildfire?

Less than Significant. As mentioned above, the Proposed Project is not located in a SRA or a very high
FHSZ. The Proposed Project would be located on a relatively flat, currently developed area surrounded
by the Napa River and irrigated vineyard. The Proposed Project does not involve unique slopes or other
factors that would exacerbate wildfire risks. Therefore, wildfire risk would not be exacerbated and the
potential to expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled
spread of wildfire is less than significant.

Question C

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones,
would the project: Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may
result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?

Less than Significant. As mentioned above, the Proposed Project is not located in a SRA or a very high
FHSZ. The MBR treatment system and associated upgrades would be constructed and located on
currently developed areas of the WWTRP. As part of the Proposed Project, the electrical system at the
WWTRP would be upgraded to meet the most current design criteria adopted by the City and Napa
County. This would include the installation of a 480-volt transformer along the northern boundary of the
Project site along Chaix Lane, with electricity supplied by PG&E. Overhead distribution lines exist in the
vicinity of the Project site. It is not anticipated that new distribution lines, whether overhead or
underground, would be necessary to serve the Proposed Project. As mentioned in Section 2.4.2, the
electrical system would satisfy the requirements of the Electrical Safety Order of the CCR and National
Fire Protection Association No.70, the National Electrical Code. Electrical equipment and upgrades would
be designed and constructed in accordance with applicable codes. Once installed, the electrical system
would not exacerbate fire risk and may result in a reduced fire risk, as the electrical system has not been
upgraded since the WWTRP was constructed in 1966. Impacts would be less than significant.

Question D

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones,
would the project: Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream
flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes?

No Impact. As mentioned above, the Proposed Project is not located in a SRA or a very high FHSZ. As
described in Section 3.8, Geology and Soils, the Proposed Project is not located on an unstable geologic
unit or soil and does not have a high risk of landslides or liquefaction. The Project site is currently

November 2020 3-128 City of St. Helena WWTRP Phase | Upgrades Project
Initial Study



3 Environmental Analysis (Checklist)

developed and would not require grading that would alter drainage patterns. Therefore, the Proposed

Project would not expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream
flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. No impact

would occur.

Cumulative Impacts

No Impact. Operation of the Proposed Project and cumulative projects could result in a cumulative
impact if these projects exacerbated wildfire risk. The Project site and surrounding area is within City
limits and not within a FHSZ. Furthermore, this area is largely developed with irrigated vineyards, which is
a landscape that reduces the potential for uncontrolled wildfire. Therefore, the Proposed Project would
not contribute to cumulative impacts related to wildfire.

MITIGATION MEASURES

None required.
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3.22

MANDATORY FINDING OF SIGNIFICANCE

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-Than-
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, substantially reduce the number or restrict the range
of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?

b)

Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means
that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects
of other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects.)

c)

Does the project have environmental effects which will cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?

Question A

Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, substantially

reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-

sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially reduce the number or

restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major

periods of California history or prehistory?

Less than Significant with Mitigation. As discussed in the previous sections, the Proposed Project

could potentially have significant environmental effects with respect to Air Quality, Biological Resources,
Cultural Resources, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Tribal Cultural

Resources. However, the impacts of the Proposed Project would be reduced to a less-than-significant
level with the implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the sections.

Question B

Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection

with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future

projects.)
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Less than Significant with Mitigation. Cumulative impacts for each resource area have been
considered within the analysis of each resource area. When appropriate, mitigation measures have been
provided to reduce all potential impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Question C

Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

Less than Significant with Mitigation. The potential direct environmental effects of the Proposed
Project have been considered within the discussion of each environmental resource area in the previous
sections. When appropriate, mitigation measures have been provided to reduce all potential impacts to a
less-than-significant level.
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HYDROSCIENCE ENGINEERS - PROJECT ENGINEERS

Curtis Lam, P.E.
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